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PREFACE 

The Brahma Sutrat called also ihc Vetfinta Sutras 
the S4rfcaka MfminsS^ the Ut/ara and by 

fcveral other naacSf arc a bodyof aphorisias expound 
Ing and systcmatislag (he (cachings oT the Upanishads 
and refuting doctrines opposed to them They arc 
the earliest knov.^ uorV on (he subject and ore os 
cribed to Bjdartlyana (he supposed compiler of the 
V^edas As such they are held in high esteem by all 
(he chief schools of Hindu religious thought As one 
of (he three prasthinas or institutes of Vcdic Theism 
revivalists of (he national creed hove, ever since the 
da>*s o1 Sankarilcfa^rya appealed to them and written 
commentaries on them Wc thus possess^ besides 
the commentary of Sankara, those of the Sivltcs of 
Southern India and the Vaisbnava bhdshffoa of 
Ram^naja, Madhvo^ Nimbltrka Dallabha ond Baladeva 
Rfimmohan R^y, (he last great reviver of 
Indian Theism, also followed his predecessors (n 
the line by writing Bengali commcntorics on the 
Prasthanalraga His commentary on Dve of the 
principal Upanishads and that on the Sutras arc 
Included in his published works, while that on the 
Bhngavadgita ts tost As n bumble worker in the 
same field and a follower of the Riji, it has been a 
part of my life a aim and object to publish the twelve 
principal Upanishads., the Cftd and the Sutras with 
annotations and translation With the publication 
of this work that arduous task Is completed by the 
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qracc of Gocl m'^puc of mtnicruii'- Mtii"' ,in<* 
difficulties The nnnototion-' nerc rotunlcUd o'’ 
early as 1907 Thr v .r. done at the cirav-' t reqm *■' 
of my estccmccl friend, Bobu Pratulcha'id- 1 Sor-: the 
present editor of tlic Indt^’i hU "’'crutr-^ '"ho v a* at 
that time carr>mq on a piibiuliino bu u"' s lie 
had already publrhcd niv ILndv 7 /f t' and rn\ 
Devanaqar and Bnqiish edition of ten fd the 
principal Upantdinch and no%v propa-'cd th t the 
contemplated edition of the .Si'i’ra" should he prcpTrc'l 
and published c\cn before 1110*^0 of the tv o remain- 
ing fdpanis/iac/s and the Gi'd But th: it'Ccm"’ v a* 
not the will of God Throuqh unforc ecu c ui^'cs 
my friend s business lanquishcd and f.ulcd ant! the 
incomplete manuscript of the S^ttrn^ lav in m\ dcsl 
for nearly a quarter of n rcntur> But Goth in his 
own good time, raised helpers m his inscrutable 
way After the Sanskrit and Bcnqali editions of 
the C/ihdndogya and the Brhaddranijala^ and the 
Devanagar and English edition of the Gftd had 
come out, my esteemed brother, Sir R Venkata 
Ratnam, who must be too w ell-known to readers of 
my works to need any introduction, proposed that 
the manuscript should be completed and pub- 

s ed As m the case of the Gita, an unexpected 

helper came forward to sustain my old and enfeebled 
hand My translation of the text and the annotations 


By the Brahma Mission Board of Cocanada founded 
rough the pious mumficence of the Maharaja of: 
Prthapuram, 
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hfid proceeded only up to the tenth iu/re of pida I 
ehoptcr II^ that ii a little more (bon five of the 
sixteen flcctfODS of the book. The remolnlng end 
nalor portion of the «*Qrk was now undertaken and 
ably done by my dear ond citcemcd friend^ Achftrya 
Solfschandra Cfaakfnvartl M Missionary 

Sfidb&rnn Brahma SamiiJ It has been carefully 
rc\lscdbyme. The long^omplctcd annotations also 
have undergone a thorongh revision They arc 
written, like my annotations on the Ten Upanuhads 
with the help of Sankaras great commentary I 
have freely quoted from him words, phrases and 
sentences required to cxploin the rcrbal meaning of 
the Suiraa^ often rewriting bis sentences in a diduse 
nod more intelligible form where they seemed too 
compact and so unintelligible to the general rtoder 
But 1 ha\e not followed him in his philosophical 
interprclolion of the sutras TTiot intcrpretotlon 
based on his doctrine of illusion, seems to me 
often forced and biossecL I have tried to £nd out by 
an independent study of the ophorisms, helped indeed 
by Sankara s literal exposition of them, wbnt the real 
philosophy of the SdtraJaSra Is, and to expound It in 
the English bhnshga forming the introduction to 
this book. Neither in my onnotntloas nor In my 
introduction, however, have I given my own views 
-of Sant"rqs philosophy Such os they arc, these 
views arc set forth In my other works, sjjecialJy in my 
Vedanta and its Relation to Modern Thought and my 
account of his teachings in Nateson s 5r/ Sankar~ 
dehiega My bhdshga^ as the reader will tee, is a 
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summary, expository and critical, o£ all the sixteen 
pSdas of the Sutras A clear idea of the entire Sutra 
teaching will, it is hoped, be got from it even without 
going through the annotations and their translation 
As to the date and authorship of the aphorisms, 
the historical research of Indologists has, up to the 
present time, failed to come to a satisfactory conclu- 
sion That Bddar^yana or Krshna Dvaip^yana, the 
reputed compiler of the Vedas, is the author of the 
aphorisms, is a mere tradition B^darayana is indeed 
often referred to in them as one of several early expo- 
nents of the Upanishads , but there is nothing m these 
references to prove that he was the author of the 
sufras About the compilation of the Vedas, it is tenta- 
tively concluded from a statement in an old astrono- 
mical work, that the task was concluded about 1181' 
B C But the Brahma Sutras cannot really be so old 
The schools of thought mentioned in them, specially 
such doctrines as Buddhism, Jainism and the Bhfiga- 
vata-Pancharatra cult, belong to much later times 
Panini s Sutras, which probably belong to the end of 
the fourth century before Christ, mention (in iv 3 
110) a Bhikshu Sutra and ascribe it to PfirSsarya, that 
IS Krshna Dvaip.iyana, the son of Par^sara If this 
means our Sutras, they must have existed at least a 
century before Panini to have merited his attention 
and reference But if they at all existed then, they 
must have done so in a much briefer form than what 
s come down to us and cannot have contained the 
c a orate discussions of opposed doctrines we find m 
them, for even if these doctrines had at aU been taught 
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In those dnya^ they must have been then in a more or 
less Incipient form However^ our concern is with the 
book ItselE, its intrinsic worth and usefulness^ and not 
its age and authorship Whoever may have written 
it, and in whatever period of our history it moy have 
appeared, it has largely and profoundly influenced the 
religious and philosophical thought of our people 
through ages and given rise to a vast literature As 
such, it deserves oar attentive, reverent and at the 
same time critical study if the present edition of the 
work helps in such a study, my labours, in this evening 
of my life, will not have been In vain 


210 3 2 Cornwallis Street 1 
Calcutta, July 25, 1932. J 


EDITOR 




Ramamohana Bhashya* on the 
Brahmasutras 

CHAPTBR 1 
Pudfl I 

The aonrcea of knowledge reoognisod by the air 
orthodox ayskema of Indian philosophy may bo diyidod 
tboagh beanng mrioni oamea and forms^ into tbreo 
claaioa, — Prati/ahha^ perooptioa, Anumanay inference 
and 8abda^ roTclation Tho unity of thoao la only 
nltlmately and thoo obo not explicitly rooognlsod Tho 
onthor of tho Sutw depends pnmarily on the third of 
those Bonrees of knowlodgo and only secondarily on the 
second for the conolosions arrived at by him. HIb work 
therefore is more exegetioal than philoaophical in 
character Thia dintlnotloa of oxogaais and philosophy 
howoTor ifl not clearly reoognised in thia country 
Kevelation being commonly recognised aa an indepon 
dent source of knowledge, the interpretation of soripture 
Is acceptod as a phQoaophioal process equally with 
inforenoe or reasoning This needs to be remembered 
in entering upon the study of those aphoriaroa The 
reader who begins hla study with tho expectation of 

• So named out of roverenca for Raja Fnmmnhxm Ray 
of whom the author is a humble follower Tho Raja e 
own bhishyu, mduded m his collected Bengali works, is 
given in Dr Goniprosid Mitras edition of the S^rar* 
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going through a piocess of pure leasoning as he is 
made to do by a philosophical work in ihe western 
sense, is likely to be gieatly disappointed Revelation, 
that IS the Vedas recognised as a distinct source ot 
knowledge, being a common ground between oui authoi 
and his orthodox opponents, a laige part of his woik 
IS devoted to showing by means of inteipietation that 
woids and phiases in the Upanishads and other paits 
of the Vedas which his opponents take as meaning 
nature oi the individual self, really mean God, the 
Univeisal Self. To him such appeals to scriptuie is 
final, establishmg to his own satisfaction the creed he 
holds, — the Upanishadic system of Biahmavada, Absolu- 
tistic Theism It is only incidentally that he appeals 
to leason m elucidation of Theism and that mostly in 
lefutation of opposed systems His appeal to scripture, 
however, will be found to be ultimately nothing moie 
than an appeal to the direct spiritual vision of eveiy 
puiified soul , but he adopts no method likely to be 
satisfactory to modem thinkers by which such direct 
knowledge of ;things super-sensuous can be dis- 
tinguishedj from superstition and acquired beliefs As 
the present writei has often said in his formei works on 
the Vedanta, the composers of the Upamshads, the 
makers of the scriptures appealed to in these aphorisms, 
■were perfect free-thinkers, recognising no external 
authority and appealing only to the introspection 
and understanding of their readers Their thoughts 
do not constitute a regular system The Bralimast'iU as, 
though entitled the Nydya-p astliana or logical form 
o Hindu Theism, realises only paitially the idea of 
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■■sjritec] ItsidcAof eeriptoro m a rctctaiioo to bo 
dopnatlcdly accepted v.hctbcr ono directly iccf it« 
troth or not, restraint its free courso of thoDgbt and 
prorcnls it from grotfln(T a truly philosophical 
tyitcm llotvetcr r^th this abort introdnctlon as to 
their Irno character oo proceed to giro In our 
own wordt tho purport of these aphorisms. Ther 
seem to represent, in thrir studiedly condensed form 
calculated to aid the raemorr, tho essence of long 
discourses on (bo nab|ect>mattcr of (he Upanisbads 
The lecturer or aotno adranced and thoroughly reliable 
pupil nnit hare embodied tho substance of the 
diseooncs in t^e form which baa come down to us 
Tho aphorisms most bare been used by locecssiro 
lecturers as tests of their discourses and thus given 
nso to tho commeoUries which now Jielp us to 
undcratand them 

In (he first chapter tho opponents critiased seem 
to be chiefly tho Stnkhyaa and Mimfinaakas the 
followers rcspcetircly of Kaplla and Jaimlnl They 
gire to Praknti and Puruaba, nature and tho 
individual icif what bclonga properly to Brahman 
the Univoraal Self Uio Absolute Our author 
by hif true interpretation of some texts of (ho 
Upanlahads miainterpreted by bli opjKinents tries 
to bring them to Theism Tho first adtra merely 
proposes the general subject of the whole treatise, 
—inquiring into Brahman Tho phrase otMtah 
seems only a eonrondooa] form of beginning a 
lOtra treatise and may nob really moan all 
that Sankara attributes to it. But wo baro followed 
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him aud his commentator, Govmd.mandu, in their 
exposition of the phrase because the doctrine hero 
propounded by them, namely (1) that the four 
disciplines, srvdhaua-chatushtaya, must picccde a 
serious inquiry into the Absolute and (2) that liber- 
ation IS impossible without a ical knowledge of God, 
are integral parts of Vedaiitic teaching whether they 
are symbolised or not by the sutra w'oids '’atha' and 
‘afa/i’ However, the second aphoiism necessarily 
follows the fust Inquiiing into Brahman being 
proposed, the next qustion is ‘What is Brahman ?*' 
The woid may mean the Vedas, the Brahmana order 


or caste, the created universe conceived as an em- 
bodied being and called ‘Hiranyagarbha’, and e\en 
nature conceived as the whole oi the material cause 
of the sensuous world All these meanings arc set 
aside by the definition given in the sutra, namely that 
the Brahman whose nature is about to be inquired 
into 16 the cause of the origin, continuance and dis- 
appearance of the world, and one of the most oft- 
quoted scriptural texts, TaM„(ya in 1, is referred 
to in Its suppoit But how can we be sure that the 
cause of the world is an mtell.geut being and not an 
unconscious or indefinable substance or power ? The 

th!no. ‘>tis question Among the 

Vedl 1 ^“ptures^ the 

m r: B This IS stated 

smutnre ^ ^0"'- Itow oan the 

otw 1 ™ P'odttttt of any 

^sdom in r « there were no 

wisdom in the cause, there eonld not be any wisdom 
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ia the effect Bet ^Scitirayoni’ mty also moon a 
reality whoso crldcncc Is In the »cripturca If lo 
the same conclaiion follows The Bcriptoros ercry 
where tpeak of the canio of the v. orld as an lotclllpent 
being So the wltdom of Qod foUnwt from the ecriptaral 
proof of his cxiitcnce Bat an objector may contend 
that tho icriptnrea do not creryw hero leach an Intel 
llgont canie of tho world — that there are pnsiagcn 
In them apeaking of canaca otlscr than intelligent 
Tho anawer to thli objection !■ giren In detail in tbo 
foarth and tho following acron autras In tho fonrth 
It la generally stated that tho only true and self 
coDsiatont interpretation of tho aeriptaros la that 
which ahows that Brahman the omniaeient cbdbo of 
tho world is tho final parport or objeet of all aorip 
tnral teaching Tho next acron ophoriima ahow how, 
on the antboHty of tho 80 ^iptD^c^ tho Sdnkhya 
doctrine that Fraknli •or Pradb^no, an nnintolUgont 
power if tbo canso of tho world, la nntcnablo The 
fifth adtra points out that in tbo ChJidiidoffya dcs 
cripUon of creation (tL 2) Sat tbo primal reality 
before ho manifettf himaolf bj tho world, thought, 
ifay 1 bo many may I grow forth ’ How con ono 
who tblnln be tho nnincolllgont cauao npokon of by 
tbo Sankhya philosophy 7 Bat may it not bo, an 
objector may any that thJoldng ia ottribntod to tho 
first canao only in a secondary or flgnratlre acnio ? 
Tho aixth autra answers this objection by pointing 
ont that In the very aoriptnral paaaego roforrod to 
tho primal reality is ipoken of oa ^icIT Bat Ii mado 
to Bay, “Let mo now enter thoao throe dlTlDltioa 
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np .in(i anna) ni tlic foim of fins -.elf Jiif 

use of the tenn ‘self, uluch ran never mean an unintel* 
liG;cnt lealitv, with lofcrcncr to the ( -msa of tlie v oiM 
in the p.issaeie clcarh sliov.s Ihut thin! inj: i attri- 
buted lo it 111 its pimiarv and not in .i s( f’ond.tn 'o 
figurative sense P>ut ni<i' »t nut he, the 
conlinnes, that bv ‘self the sfiiplnre iin uis nolhniL' 
but Pnilcriti Tins objection is an avoid In the 

seventh aplioiisin iSj fta'-i aiaKt ii V> si\- that it 
oiilv hv seeing Biahninn thiongh the 1 - nov led'o* n‘ 
tlie self that one is hheiatrd If’srlf' nuatn thr 

uneonscious Pradh.'ina, it follows lltat libtiation i- 
.ittamablr b^ dev otion to an uneonsc ions object nine] 

IS ahsmd Another reason v l)v tiie sdiptunl 
clesciibccl as the sclt cinnot he the ShilJn i Pradh'n t 
IS this Ldieiation imiihos bntii a negatni' .nui a 
po'^ituc pioccss It Is attainable In setting aside 
the unical and holding fast to the ic.d The Rankin a 
svstem itself Icuchos that to atl un knowledge the 
Piadhana should be set aside, not being a jiait oi 
the real nature of Punish i, and the hitlei in its 
unallowed foim held fast to Kow if the ‘self’ in 
tlie sciiptuial passages lefeircd to rcnllv meant the 
Piadliana, the scriptures should liavc spoken of the 
self as something to bo set aside [hnja] As they do 
not say so, thev'' cannot mean by it the Sdnkhya 
Pradhana A further leasoii wdiy the unconscious 
Piadhana cannot be meant by the scriptural sat and self 
IS stated in the next subia, the 9 th Here and there in 
the Upanishads it is taught that m dreamless sleep the- 
individual self gets united with, is merged in, the Sat 
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it IB then said to to Ita real self Ono of iho 
clearest of inch paiBBf^CB U tI 8 1 Non, 

If the sat and tho self really meant tho nnconsciotiB 
Prakritl, then it \roald Bocm that in sleep tlio consaons 
merges in tho nneoniciotts os in its tmo nature This 
Mcw is absurd and does not form a part either of 
tho Vedanta or the bankhya philosophy The 10th 
tutm merely onphaslscs tho faet that tho Upaniihads 
crciTwhorc teach an intelligent cansc of tho world 
Tlie lUh aphorism instances a clear expression of tho 
tmlh in scripture naracle Svcto-^rotnrn ri 0 where 
in speaking of tho oil knowing T^ord, it clearly sava “Ho 
is the caaso ** 

In the next eight sutras, from tho l2lh to tho lOth 
tlio diseassiun centres roond tho second chapter of tho 
Taittirti/a Upniii h'ld called the “BmhmAnanda Valli 
Tills ohspter is rerr important and consUlutes llie 
pcnptaral basis of tho Vcd^ntlc doctrine of Panehaloiha 
tho five ahcatliB of Iho self It speaks of the flro mani 
festations of Brahman os matter life, scDsibility, under 
standing and bliss The last Afiandmnaya being tho 
fullest and highest manifestation the author of the 
butras identifies it nitit tlio Absolute and would not 
allow it to bo regarded oa anything, rolatlro His first 
reason, giren In tiio I2tli aphorism for Ills contention 
is that in tho chapter in question and olsowhOro too tho 
term dnoJidamnya is repeatedly applied to Brahman 
But hli opponent objeoU — tho sufris inayat Is used 
in tho sense of modiiioation, anandamaya therefore 
means something modified or cnougod into tho form 
of bllsa, something thoreforo which is subject to ohango 
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and so cannot refer to the A.bsolate, which is above 
change or modification This objection is answered 
in the l3fch shtra The answer is that the suffix mayat 
IS not exclusively used in the sense of modification, 
it means also abundance, for example m '‘amiamaya 
yajna\ which means a sacrifice in connection with 
which there is an abundant provision for food Heie, 
in dnandamaya', the suffix is cleaily used in that sense 
Brahman as abounding m bliss is called '’Anauda- 
maya ' This conclusion is confirmed, says the 14th sutra, 
by the seventh verse of this chapter, which speaks 
of Biahman as the only source of bliss That 
'’Anandamaya' m the passage in question means 
the Supieme Self, is fuither pioved, says the 
14th aphorism, by the fact that the same Brahman 
who is spoken of in the Taiitiifya mantia^ ^Saiyani 
jndmm anantam Biahma' (ii 6 5) is also mentioned 
m the Anandamaya section referred to The 15th 
sutra points out that having spoken of the Ananda- 
maya the passage referred to says (in the 6th veise), 
^"■He cieated all this whatever there is’’ Now, this 
proves that the ‘Anandamaya’ means the Supreme 
Self, and not any inferior self, foi it is impossible 
for any but, the former to cieate all things That 
the Anandamaya cannot be any cieated self, is fuithei 
proved, says the 17th sutia, by the fact that in the 
passages undei discussion the Creator and the cieated 
are spoken as different from each otbei, the latter 
as gaming the former and thus becoming happy 
As the gamer cannot be the gained, the Anandamaya 
cannot be any created self This shfcra is significant 
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as ono of thoio in tiiis body of apfaonsins ^biob 
■clearly admits tho difforonco between the unlTersnl 
■and tbeindividnal self Hov.evor tbolSthftfitra adduces 
ono more reason for sottiii^ aside tho snpposition that 
the nncODsdons Pradhilna is meant by Anandamaya 
In tho passage in qnostion the Anandomaya is ropre- 
sontod os wishing before creation to be manifested in 
■the form of the Tonegated unlverso (b 0) How could 
'the unoonseiODS Pradbina wish ? Hence there is no 
reason for tho above supposition Tlio last argument 
against &non tbcistio intorpretation of tho ttuandamsya 
passage is set forth m the lOth sutra, and it is this — 
In its seventh verse the passage toadies that the created 
self obtains fearlessness, that is mtHtha liberation 
through union with tho Anandamaya. could 

libcratioQ be attained tbrongb union with an uncoDioious 
object or a finite ee!f ? 

The next two autrai, tho 20th and the Slat, refer to 
<he passage i 00 and to another passage 

Brihaddranyala ilL 7 0, which seems to support tho 
'uiterpretition put by tho author of the aphonsms 
upon the former passage. The Chh&ndogija speaks of 
an offolgcnt person in tho solar regions who is free 
from sin. The description given is that of an embodied 
being, and hence the pnina facie interpretation of the 
passage is that it refers to a finite being, a deity, hot 
not the Supreme Dei^ It may bo the individual self 
-of the sun, — tho self who regards tho tun as bis body 
Every inportant object is regarded by the autbor and 
ether followers of the Upsoisbads as baring an 
■ahhimdntni devatdj n deity who thinks, — ‘I am this 
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obJec^, tins IS mv body”'"' But no finite being c\en 
though a deity, can be sinless, perfect, by nature 
though one can attain to peifcction by <^ndlia)iri, 
spiiitual endear oui Now, the poison lofeiiod to in 
tlie passage in question IS said to be transcending ail 
sin The conclusion which neccssaulv follows is thcrc- 
foie this, that the jieison of whom tlm passage spealcs 
IS the Supiemo Self and not any finite self u ho has 
attained to excellence thiough a couisc of spiiitu.il 
pultuie A good deal of discussion arises out of this 
conclusion into which we will not entci We shall onh 
biiefly indicate the pi ogiess of Vcdicthought as icgaids 
the sun At fust it was only one of the thirty-tliicc 
gods ot the Vedic pantheon It was then riiscd to the 
place of the Supionic Deity, at which stage (he 
Oayat) i mnntui was composed The rise of Upanishadic 
Absolutism again 1 educed the sun to his foimer place 
as only one god among many gods But as all finite 
selves, wliethei human oi divine, must have the 
Infinite, the Pei feet, m them, so the sun-god was regard- 
ed as containing the sinless in him His '’beard’, ^hair’, 
nails and eyes may be taken as only metaphorical, 
specially as lincininaya' means consisting of con- 
sciousness, that IS spiritual, in many Upanishadic 
passages, oi they may be a lehc of the old 
anthiopomorphic way of thirking which some of 
the eomposeis of the Upaiiishads could not quite 
shake off It may be stated here that the person 
spoken of in this passage is mentioned also m 
veises 15 and 16 of the fsopanishad and v 16 1 of 
the Bnhaddmnyalci^ where bis nature is called 
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lahj&natama^ perfectly good, tnother dldno atlri 
bnto Inappllcablo to a finUo being 

Rovrorer let ns now corao to tho next Rutra tho 
2lBt Tho pasiago roferred to In it oconrs in a ro 
markable passage of tho RnAtrdfimnyaiff,— tho 
Antarviimi Brithmana of its third chapter, and 
embodies tho snbstonco of Y^jnavslkya s speech in reply 
to a question put to him by his qiirxi^ Dddiiloka Amnl in 
Janakaagroat assembly To see tho fall slgnlflcanco 
of tho passage the reader roust go through tho whole 
Bruhmaua or section The use which tho author of tho 
fiOtros makes of it IS this In it the distinction of tho 
Snprerno Self from tho individual self of tho son is 
distinctly ackno'vlodged In tho other parts of the tamo 
dlsconrso its distinction from the obhiminmt derataf 
embodied In tho other important objects of tho world 
Is brought out in tho aame manner This oonflnns 
tho conclnsion amred at In the 20tli aphorism that tho 
golden poraon In tho sun Ib tho Snpremo Being 
and not tho particular self of tho solar regions or 
any other finite person. Wo now come to tho 22Dd 
trutra It refers to Chliaudopya 1 0 and viil 14 wlioro 

occert tbo worddi-osa which UBnally monns olomenlal 
ether bnt here as our author ahows, means tho 
Infinite Causo of nil phonomotia. Chh6ndoffi/a i 8 nnd 0 
record a conversation on the udgftha that is tho Byllablo 
Om and tho Absolute which it indicates between two 
BrAhmonas and PravAhann JalbalJ a king In their 
search after tbo Absolute one of the BrAhmanas 
stopped at heaven and Uio other at tho earth King 
Jaiball having heard both showed that both of them 
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were wrong, for the real Absolute, that from which all 
phenomena arise and to which they all return, is 
Skasa^ which is the true Infinite The same thing is 
said more explicitly in the other passages m whicli the 
terms ‘Brahman’ and ‘Atma’ are clearly applied to 
nJcdsa Our author’s argument for the interpretation 
he puts upon the word ‘dfcdsa’ is that the attiibutes 
ascribed to akdsa in the passages referred to, namely 
that it IS the origin (gati) of this world and that it is 
^‘the revealer of names and forms” are those of Brahman 
and cannot belong to any peison or thing other than 
he 

In the 23rd shtra the term which may 

mean, as it usually does, ‘breath,’ which is only a form 
of air,i IS interpreted as meaning Brahman, and for the 
same reason as in the preceding sutra, namely because 
in the passage refeired to attributes which can belong 
only to God are ascribed to pi ana The reference is 
to the interesting story of Ushasti Chakr^yana, which 
the reader will find in the tenth and eleventh sections 
of the first chapter of the Clilidndogya In reply to 
the question of the singer of a particular hymn as to 
who the deity of that hymn was, Ushasti said, ‘Pr^na,’ 
and added, “All these creatures merge into Prfina 
alone and fiom Prdna alone do they rise ’’ Now, this 
can be said of Brahman alone and of nothing else 

The four succeeding sutras, 24bh-27th, discuss the 
meaning of the woid ^jyott, light, used in ailidndogya 
ill 13 7 They interpret it as meaning Brahman and 
nothing else, and answer the objections that may be 
raised against this interpretation The passage referred 
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10 U connected trItU tho prcHou^ kecUon 
which in the coame of a rocUIUtlon on Hrehaian idr nti 
flck him rith the Onyatrf mnntra composed in the 
OfijBlrfmclte which hm^ four pUdutfect) r r partu 
Umov »eero tliit the worJ^V^^*^ in the ImiChhrtndoijya 
pautpo rockni cither nfttanU )I{;ht or points to t)io 
O^jAtrf metre Dal our Author aats in hl» ih nphoriim 
that the word oiean^ Drshroan because in the modiUlion 
contained in the kceond pa^iOQC tljc kame rcalliy that 
if Indicated by in the firtt p3Jsaf;c if kaid to Iiarc 

four feel that i& four nkpecin or forma of inaoifekl 
■tion ^on ihli attribute tliat of IiktIdi; four feel or 
formi of rntnifralalion Itclonf^f to Draliroan nnd not to 
natural llcht Dal If j^otth doca not mean Brahman 
mar It cot mean the GAtfo(r( mnatru or metre whieli in 
Chhaifdoff^ ill 12. U aald to bare four feel? TIjU 
objection la mentioned and nniwered in itilm 2a. It 
points ont, r. hat wo hare already Skill in effect nbore 
Umt the Qjyatrf Ik a«ed in tlic paaa3}.c rcfenTd to onir 
Jf a help to tlie fixing; of the mind in Drahman. ThiH 
wTiy of rcalininp llio presence of (lod with the help of 
korae phenomenal object is mentioned liie kutm addn 
in other icriplaral text* alao for instance in the Atlarryn 
AranyaLa whlcii raentionn the Vlihn liymn firo and 
tho VaAd&mM ceremony an kO oked hy the follonora of 
the the 1 n;i(f and (he 5dtnan respectirclr Morc« 
orer thoo(*h the OAyatrf metro haa 'feet in a fonae^ the 
text in Chh 11112.(1, “Ono fool of it conititutei all 
bcingf threo feet of it nro tho immortal in hoaron at 
onco f cttlci (ho donbt whether ^yoUh meajis the Qltyatrf 
or Brahman, bocauio wUhont rofcronce to Brahman the 
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meie Gdyatii metre cannot be said to have all beings 
as one of its feet Tins is the purport of the 2Gth svitra 
It may be mentioned heie that the text speaking of all 
beings as a foot of Brahman is taken from the celebrated 
Pnrusha Sukta of the Rigieda (x 90 80) But the 
objector is not satisfied, and raises a verbal difficulty 
He says, ‘In the fust passage [Chh iii 12 6) dii, 
heaven, has the seventh case-ending and means a place, 
whereas in the second, GJiJi iii 18 7, the same word 
bears the fifth case-ending and means a limit Now, 
this change of termination having broken the unity of 
the subject-matter, the word cannot mean the same 
■object in both the texts Our author answers this 
objection in his 27th sutra hy saying that this change 
of form in the word ‘dtn’ does not constitute any real 
change m the teaching Inspite of the difference in 
the case-ending of div, the object dealt with in the two 
texts IS recognised as the same 

In the next four suti'as, forming the last ndhdamnn 
or topic of the puda, a veiy important subject 
•discussed, a discussion which has an important beailng 
on our later religious hteiature In the BliagaiadgUd 
and such othei books an individual identifies himself 
with the Supreme Being and speaks in his name In 
the thud chapter of the KausMfaJu Upanishad, India, 
a Vedic god, does the same The author of the 8 (ct 7 a^ 
thinks that the sage Vdmadeva does the same thing in 
Btyveda iv 26 1 The present discussion shows m 
what sense such an identification of the individual and 
he Universal is possible and defensible The S^stras, by 
^bich the Vedas are meant, -and here their Upanishad 
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portions ore apoclall/ meant,— 'Icticli tliat (lie Indiridool 
aolf is really ono wiUi the tJnkenuI, tliouRli apirilually 
anonligblcned pooplo do not feel Ihls anlly Tlio e wlio 
knonr and feel It are entitled to speak In tlio naroo of 
God This Is tho philosophical basis oftbedoetnne 
of incarnation so prominent In Paranio litcroturo Tho 
whole subject Is somowhat folly discassed lh« 

necessary qaoUtlons in tbo second lecture of tlu 
present writer’s ‘An*Ana aud i/ioOfliU ircrr in the 
‘’9th lutm, tho word ^Prdnn In Ann ilL 2 is Interpreted 
as Dnhman beeauso (he rorx connotation of the wonis 
m the sentence wherein tho term occurs clearir sho\r‘« 
(bit. Bat tho objection may arise that in (be passa^^ 
in qacstion ludm an iodlrldoai pod^ speal^ of hiroaclf 
aad no^Prdnn cannot moan Brahman This objection is 
stated ond answered In theSOlh butm. The onswer is 
that at in tho choptot whore the passapo occurs there 
are numerons references to tho Inner Self of ail selves 
Indra^ in spoakinp of himself as Praiia^ means his Inner 
Self and not his individuality Bnt why does ho speak 
of himself at all ? This question it put and answered In 
tho oft^noted SOlh stitrOf tho most Important aphorism 
of the proap Tho answer Is that Indru does so by 
lookinp upon his own aolf in (bo lipht of scriptural 
tcacblnp,— tho teaohinp which shows the fandamental 
unity of (ho Individual and tho onlvorsal self In 
lutra 31 another objection is miied end answered 
Prdna la tho passage in question cannot mean 
Brahman, It may be sold, for tho obaractoristics of (bo 
individual self and thoso of tho vital breath ore 
raeotloned in tho passage and so either one or both 
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of them are meaot by '•Prdna ’’ The answer is this If 
it were so, then we should have to admit that m the 
same passage three distinct meditations, — those on 
Brahman, the individual self and the vital breath, are 
prescnbed, which is improbable. As is used 

for Brahman with his characteristics in other passages 
of the Upanishads, for instance in Fiasna in, and 
in Mundaka in 1 4 &c , it is reasonable to suppose 
that here also Brahman alone is meant In that case 
the three forms of meditation may be taken as a 
meditation on the same Being, the Supreme, under 
thiee forms, the phenomenal forms of the individual 
self and the vital breath, and Brahman’s own tians- 
cendent form oi nature In the well-known Sfindilya 
Vidy^ ( Chh in 14 2) Brahman is meditated upon in 
several phenomenal foims 
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The SAnJilya Vidjii In ChhAndo^ijn liL 1-1 N ono of 
tho mote iraportiuit and oftHiaotcd pnssapLi In tlic 
Upiolbhads It it nito ono of tho best of the or 

upisa}\ax (dcrouc meditations) prescribed in thorn In 
a forv scntnnccs it sots forth tho f^st of Upanialmdic 
tcaoblnp — lire immanent and transcendent nature of 
tho Deity and thu portl and dcaUnjr of man wliich is 
union with God Tbero can bo no doubt that tlic subject 
matter of tho adifJ is the Soprerao Bcinp, Imt there 
mil bo objectors oven about the plainest matters \nd 
so our onlhoT Is at pains to show that it It God and no 
inferior being to whom tho great affirmations of the 
refer SOtras 1 S form n group Riving a true 
Interpretation of tho scriptural paseapo referred to and 
answOrlnp objcctiont. In tlio first sutra tho antliorn 
contention that tho Slindlljn Vidyi^ speaks of Bmliman 
and not of any other roality remains implied and only 

tho argument in iti support Is '^bo argument Is 
a genoml one ~as all Vedanta texta teach Itraiiman so 
this particular text must also bo sapposed to teach liim 
Tho second sutra is moro dcflinto It aays that tho 
attnbutos mentioned m tho passage for Initanco whoso 
thoughts aro true can belong only to tbo Supremo 
Being The third sutm points out timt os these attri 
bates cannot belong to tho ombodiod self, It cannot bo 
the snbjoct matter of tho meditation Tiio fourth idtm 
supports tbo oontonHon of tho third by pointing to tho 
fact that ho to whom tbo montloned attnbntoB belong is 
B 
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set up in the passage as the object of meditation and 
the embodied self as its subject The fifth siitra finds 
a farther support of the same contention in the fact 
that m the Satapatha passage treating of the same 
subject theie is an actual difference of case-ending in 
the words meanmg respectively the finite and the 
infinite self Whereas the former has the seventh case- 
ending, the latter has the first, cleaily proving that the 
two words mdicate different objects This difference 
of the fimte and the Infinite is recognised, says the 
6 th siitra, in the Smriti also (the Bhagavadgfta xviii 61 ) 
and in the same way, that is by difference of case- 
endings in the words indicating them But is not the 
subject-matter of the Sdndilya Vidya said to be anfydn^ 
small, an attribute which can belong only to the indivi- 
dual self ? No, says the seventh siitra, for the Lord is 
so described only with reference to the lotus-like cavity 
of the heart where he is to be thought of as manifested, 
and not because he is actually small Space, though 
infimte, is said to be small when it is thought of as 
■existmg in the eye of a needle and such other things 
But if the Lord really exists in the heait of the individual, 
18 he not subject to the pleasures and pains of the 
world ? No, says the 8 th siitra, for the fmite and the 
mfmite self being different from each other, only the 
former is subject to pleasure and pam, and not the 
latter 

We now come to the second gioup consisting of 
two sutras, the 9 th and lOth The first of these con- 
tends that he who is said m Katlia 1 2 25 to eat up, 
that is absorb or take back mto himself, the Brdhmanas 
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and the Kthatriyas If no other than tho Supremo Self, 
for luch taldnp in of all thiofjs modnp and unmoTlng 
ns it spoken of in tho patsngo is posilblo onlj' of the 
Supremo Being Tho second sutra adds ono more 
reason for the contention and that is, that tho section 
In which tho callnK up is mentioned namely verses 
18 25 of Kntha 1 2^ has for Ha subject matter none but 
tbo Supremo Being 

Sdtms 11th nnd 12th form the next group In tho 
fint of thcfo rcfcrcncQ is made to I S when, 
two objects oro said to cxiat in tbo heart of man Some 
suppoiQ them to be tho iodiddual self and tho under 
standing But our author tayi they oro tho universal 
and the individual self Hit reason for this lotcrprcta 
tion of tho text it that in variouB other texts both In 
tbo Srati and the Smriti, It It tbo DnivorsaJ Self and 
not the understanding that is spoken of os existing in 
tho heart Tho second apboriim adds tho further 
argument for tho IntetpretaUon that in the toxU refer 
red to tho Unlvcrtal and tbolndivldua) are distinguished 
as the goal and tho goer tbo object thought of and 
tho thinker and so on, 

Tho next group of aphorisms, consisting of the l8th 
and tho following four dlscniscs tbo text Chh&ndogya 
ir l5 repcatod in tho tamo Upaniabad nil 7 4 It ihoas 
against all objections that 'Hho person scon within tho 
eye'' spoken of in tbo text is none but tho Supreme 
Being This Person is cboraoteriied us immortal and 
fearless These attributes are poisiblo only of tho 6u 
promo Being So mnoh for tho first slitra of tbo group 
The next answers an objeotJon, — How con Qod, who It 
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all-pervading, be spoken of as existing within the eye ? 
The answer IS,— Particulai spaces and things are men- 
tioned not as hmitatious of the Absolute, but only as 
helps to his realisation In the 'Antaiy^mi Brahmana^ 
of the ihaddi anyaica as well as m othei scriptural 
passages, many things aie mentioned as such helps 
The fifteenth sutra points out that in CJih iv 10 4 
the ‘pel son within the eye’ is said to be endowed 
with bliss, which can be said of the Supreme Being 
only The l6th aphorism adds another leason for 
the same conclusion In vaiious scriptural passages 
such as Chh iv 15 5 and Bias i 10 the Devay4na 
Patha, the way of the gods, leading to the divine 
regions, is assigned to the Imower of Brabman In 
the present text the same path is assigned to the 
knower of ‘the poison within the eye’ Hence none 
but Brahman can be meant by the ‘peison within the 
eye ’ The 17th aphorism sets aside a different mtei* 
pietatioii of the passage, namely that the peison 
in question means either the reflection of the seei 
in the eye, the seei himself or the self of some 
deity The answer is that none of these can have 
any permanent existence in the eye and that the 
attnbutes of ‘the person within the eye’ enumerated 

m the passage, namely immortality &c , aie impos- 
sible in their case 

Sutras lS-20 form the next group They lefei to 
the Autaryami Biahmaua’ of the Bi iJiaddi anyalca^ 
a Aery important section of the book, which Acharya 
Ramanuja regards as the sciiptuial authority for his 
doctrine of Qualified Monism The question dis- 
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called if ^hollier the term 'anianjamfy inner rnlcr 
used in efory rone of the obaptcr, means the Sa 
promo Belnp or the S-^nkhyn Prakrilh or the Indlridufl 
Self The l8th siitra sari that it clearly indlcatos 
the Supremo Befnp, for dirino altributoi like mlinp 
and tho like am Mcribcd to tbo flnfnnydmm Ihmupb 
out tho section Tho next sbtni points out that 
nttributcf like scclnp, licannp Ac mentioned in the 
section tdth reference to the Snner mler are 
opposed to tho nature of tbo unconteJoni Prakriti and 
thcroforo cannot rofor to It In the last riitra, tho 20th 
it If fboum that os in both tbo rescensions of tbo 
Brihad^raiiijaia tho Krtnra and tho M^dhynndlnn the 
unlrcrsal and tho indiridual sclrcf arc spoken of Qf 
different from each other ~tlio former ns tho ruler and 
tho latter as tho miod —tho term ontaryiSmin cannot 
mean tho indiridual self Tho dlfforcnco between tbo 
rcadinps of the tro rcsconsiont is only this that while 
tho Eldnra speaks of tho embodied self as 'tbo under 
standing', the AMdbyondlna roentions it as Hho self 
What tho lost pronp does with tho term ‘ontary tmin 
tho next proup sdtrai 21 23, docs with ^bhiUatjonC used 
in Mundala I 1 G, and by similar nrpnmcnts, Bhfita 
yonP tho tonreo of tblnpi, may bo idcnOflod with tho 
SAnkhyn Pradhfina or tho SubJccUro Idealist s individual 
self Bat that would bo improper for tho qualities 
ascribed (o It in tho text oro all dirino, those of God, 
and the 'BkHUiyoni' ii clearly dUUnpniahod from the 
indiTidnal self, the lower Brahman and tho undecayinp 
principle nndorlyinp created tbingv. Further, in another 
part of tho somo section, il I 4, tho world, with its 
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various parts, is spoken of as the Lord’s ‘form’. Such a 
description would be quite inappropriate in the case of 
a not-self hke Prakriti and a finite reality like the 
individual self 

The last gioup of the pAda, sutras 24-32, discusses 
the meaning of the word '‘Vaisvdna') a’ used in sections 
11-18 of the 5tli chapter of the Chlidndogya These 
sections contain a remarkable story, one of several 
similar stories told in the prose Upamshads, where we 
find emment Br^hmanas approaching Kshatriya 
teachers for rehgious mstruction In the present case 
SIX Brahmanas, includmg Rishi UddJilaka Arum as 
their leader, pay a visit to Asvapati Kaikeya, a king, 
and receive mstruction from him on the Vaisvdnara 
Atman The same story is told with some variations 
in the Satapatha dhmana Before studying the siltras 
under discussion the reader will do well to read care- 
fully the Chhdndogya sections referred to with the 
translator’s remarks appended to them He will note that 
Asvapati’s Br^bmana pupils all make the mistake of 
identifymg a particular deity, one conceived as piesidmg 
over a hmited part of the world, with the Vaisvdnaia, 
the Universal Self, whereas the truth is that he is the 
Whole, the all-comprehensive Infinite, of whom natural 
objects and individual selves are parts The Whole is 
indeed in every part, but an exclusive emphasis on a 
part or parts is liable to obstruct the vision of 
the Whole This is the mistake of deya-worshippers 
everywhere and in every period of human history. 

e priestly class, absorbed m ceremonial rebgion, 
IS speciaUy liable to the mistake, while those nn- 
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trammellod by oonToutlon and tradition lilro tho anoiont 
rqjaxihit^ royal lagcs, dlacovor this error more easily 
than others However, oomlog to the argtunonts by 
whioh the Sutrakira ahovra that tho Volav^nora Atmi 
spoken of in tho Chh&ndogya passage is none bat the 
Universal Self, wo find that in sdtm 24 ho soya that 
thoagh Vaiar^nara liaa a general sense meaning in 
differently the gaatno jaloo, tho elemental fire and the 
god of fire and thoagh ‘Atmi may moan either tho 
individual or the nnivortal aolf both tho terms are boro 
used in a apeoial aonso and mean tho Snpremo Being for 
the attnbatoa mentioned In tho paasago ore aaoh as 
point to God alone In tho next siStra oar author 
points oat that tho doaonpbon of Qod a Tisrampa or 
world form in aach amritl passages os the eleventh 
chapter of tho BhayapadytiOf-^a description based on 
the Chh&ndogya paasago under disonssioQ,'~bo)ps ns 
to infer that the ValsvADara of the latter passage can 
be no other than the Sapromo Lord. Bnt tho objoot* 
or is not satisfied. Ho says (I) that as the terms 
VaisTfinam and ^ogni nsaaUy moan other things than 
the Sapremo Being they should mean those things 
here and (2) that as tho text speaks of Vaisv&nara as 
existing tts, the term sboald moan tho gastric 

juice The Sdtrakica roplios (1) that by spoAVing of 
the VaUvinara os oxIstiDg within ns the soriptaral 
passagereally teaches TLs to realise the presence of tho 
Lord in the gastric juice, (2) that the attribates of 
Vaisv£nara enomermtod are impossible in any other 
object than the Supreme Being, and (8) that the 
^aiapaiha version of tho story distinctly speaks of the 
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Vaisv^nara as a Person For tbe reasons alieady 
mentioned the 27th aphorism states that the Vaisvfi- 
nara of the Chliandogya passage cannot be oithei 
the god of file or elemental fire The 28tli sutra 
states Jaimim’s view that there would be no incon- 
sistency in taking the Vaisvilnara passage as a direct 
meditation on the Supreme Being without leference 
to the gastric 3uice Sutia 29 refers to Ashma- 
rathya’s view that as v 18 1 of the passage teaches 
the meditation of VaisvAnara as ‘^prildesamatra’, that 
IS the heart, which is conceived as of the measure 
of a span and wherein the Supreme Being is speciallv 
manifested, ‘Vaisvanaia’ leally lefers to him Sutra 80 
adds B^dari's comment on the term ‘x)! ddesamdU n'' Tiie 
Lord IS desciibed as ‘of the measure of a span' because 
he IS meditated upon by the mind situated, as he thinks, 
in the heart, which is of the measure of a span The 
31st aphorism says that according to Jaimmi the 
pi ddesamati a text is intended to teach sdmpath or 
sampadupasand, that is the reahsation of the non- 
separation of God from objects of sense A similar 
passage, it is added, namely Sathapatha x G 1 , teaches 
the same form of meditation The 32nd siitra, the last 
of the pdda, adds auothei leason for the use of the 
phrase ‘pradesarndtra’’ With refeienoe to the Lord Tlie 
Jab^las speak of him in their Upanishad as dwelling ‘in 
that place’ i e in the span-measuied space between 
tbe head and the chin 
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Satras 1—7 of thJa pllda ditcaM a foa posta^i of 
■tho Zlunihhi Upanishod, BpcclflUr iL 2. 5 and ihow 
that tho Snpport of bcaron, earth d.c^ apoken of in 
tho latter^ is God, and neither tlto Si^nkhya Pradhrtna 
nor tho iadlriduol aolf Tho first opljorisra argnea that 
tho TTord *ieir nacd In tho passage reforred to which 
properly means Brahman, znatcos It olear that it Is ho 
whom tho text spooks of The aooond aphorism rofers 
to UL 2. 6 of tho aomo UpanUhad in wliloh tho same 
Being who ia mentioned In tho first text Is spoken of 
08 one to whom tho libcratod go os to as tbolr troo Self 
Sach s Being cannot bo anything bnt God Tho third 
aphorism points oat that in tho first tort thoro is no 
word meaning the SAnkhya Pradhtoa Tho fourth 
sdtra says that tho indirldoal embodiod self cannot be 
tho support of faeavon earth, &C. and so cannot l>e 
meant in the text. Tiie fifth edtm points ont that 
in the text under discussion tho Individnal self is 
-exhorted to know the support of heaven, earth &o 
thus dlsUngnlshlng tho lottorastbo object of knowiedgo 
from the former os its subject Tbo sixth sdtra adds 
another argument In favour of tho anthoris contention, 
namely that tho sootlon in wfalob tho text ooonra has 
the Supremo Being os its eubjoot matter and not any 
thing else. The sorenth sutrarcforttolfundojta lU 1 I 
winch ia really an extract from tho Stffvcda. Of the 
two ^birds spoken of in this passage tho ono is said to 
bo eating — enjoying the fruits of Its aotiona,— and the 
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ofchei as not eating, — remaining indifferent or inactive 
From these two marks distinguishing the individual 
and dependent self fiom the universal and independent, 
it IS evident that the latter, and not the former, is the 
Support of heaven, earth &c 

Sutras 8 and 9 form the second gioup of the pida 
They refer to the 7th chapter of the Clihdndogya Upani- 
shad, which is a dialogue between Nlirada, a divine 
sage, and Sanatkumilra, the general of the divine army, 
here represented as a philosopher It leads the inquirer 
gradually from the lowest category, ndman luame), 
through various intermediate categories to the highest 
and most comprehensive, Bhuimn oi the Infinite, 
beyond which theie can be nothing It thus reminds 
the student of western philosophy of Hegel’s Logic and 
its gradual progress fiom Being to the Absolute Idea , 
but there is nothing in it of the Dialectical Method of 
Hegel There is, however, some method m it, however 
imperfect, and a better definition of the Infinite than^ 
the one given by Sanatkumara has not been given, as 
Prof Maxmuller truly says m his Gifford Lectuies on^ 
Psychological Religion, by any modern philosopher 
The Sutrak^ra’s reference to the subject is, however,, 
short and superficial The ‘Bhtima’ in the texts referred 
to means, he says, the Highest Self, and not pi ana the 
vital breath, for the Bhumfi, is spoken of in the text 
as higher than pidna In ‘the state of great bhss’ 
experienced in dreamless sleep, pidna^ it is said, 
awakes It is p? dna^ therefore, which is meant by this 
state of bhss But Bhum& is spoken of as higher than 
pi d?2a, he IS therefore the Supreme Self different fronn 
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tbo ritol brcftth Forthor, tbo attribatos of Bbuman mod 
Honed in tbo dialogue, nomoly blliafnlacaa Immortality, 
all porraaironeas, oatoblbbrnont In bia lowo glory, His 
being tbo aolf of all, and hit bolng inch that n ben bo 
is toon and board nothing olao con bo toon and board 
— all theio aro poatiblo only of tbo Snpromo Self 

Tbo next groap adtnu 10*13, dealt with tbo menDing 
of ^Akibara' oocnrring In \Ajaaralkya t tocond diBcoarte 
in reply to Gdrgf In tbo groat aaaombty bold on tbo 
oocatioQ of king Janaha a taorifioo In bit first ditconrso 
ho bad BpokOQ of dJeasa, other or tpaoo, at tbo oontalnor 
of all pbonomcntl things In his tocond bo spooks of 
Aksharo, tbo nnahangoablo One os tbo tnpport of space 
itself The autras show that the Rlthi ■ ^Aktharo 
mnnot bo a letter, la faot Dothlog elio than tbo Supremo 
Self, for it U only tbo lattor that con mpport ail 
phenomena, Inoln^ng apooe Tbo texts speak of 
Aksbara as guiding tbo notion of tbo son, tbo moon 
&C., by bis command, and a command can proceed only 
from an Intelllgont being and not any inonimato object. 
Besides, inanimnto objects liko letters &a are clearly 
distinguished from tbo Aksbara in tbo text and so 
tboy cannot bo meant by tbo tons 

Sdtra 18 forms on adhikarana or section by itself 
It shows that the syllable Om in tlio fifth prasna of 
tbo Preunopamihad moans tbo Sapromo Solf, and 
nothing olio, for tbo really indloatod by tbo syllablo 
is spokon of In the 6th Terso as tbo object of aplrltnal 
realisation 

Tbo next adhlkarana, sutras 14 18, disoosBcs tbo- 
meaning of tbo word 'dahara in tbo Dabaravidyi dealt. 
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With in the Isfc and more or less in some Of the 
'following sections of the 8th chapter of the Chlidndogya 
The Rishi’s teachings show his insight into the truth 
that the Whole, the Absolute, is present in everyone 
of its parts, however absurd this may seem to the 
thoughtless and the supeificial But the SiitraMra 
does not enter into the metaphysics of the subject 
He lb concerned only to show that the daliai a okdsa^ 
small space, of which the Riehi speaks, is not leally 
the space in the heart where the self is usually located 
by the ancients or the merely individual self which 
distinguishes one person from another, but is really 
the Supreme Hniveisal Self which is common to all of 
iis As a proof of his asseition he cites the third 
verse of tlie section where the attributes of this dahaia 
<ikasci are enumerated, attributes which can belong only 
to God In the next sdtra the text viii. 3 2 is cited 
to show that all creatures daily go m dreamless sleep 
to Biahm al oka indicated by ^daJiata\ though they are 
not aware of it This ‘going’ and the word ‘Brahmaloka’ 
distinctly meaning God are further proofs of the 
coriectness of the Siitrak^ra’s interpretation of 
‘dahaia’ The same distinction of goeis and the goal 
and the fact that the goal is Brahman, are found in 
another scnptural text, namely Chli vi 8 1 The 16th 
siitia points out that in vni 4. 1 Dahara is said to 
support the world, proving that it is the Supreme Self 
who IS meant by the word Tins supporting power 
m him IS also seen in another scriptural text, namely 
Bu m 8 9 Further, says sutra 17, the use of ‘toa’ 
m the sense of the Infinite is well-known and is found 
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Id 8ucb tcst^ as C/ib. rliL 14 10 and (Iio saiuo i 0 1 
But doos not tho mention of tbo Jndiridaal self 
Bt tbo end of tlio section (Chh riii 1 {} prove that 
do/iara means that ? Tho 18th sdtra so>b No bccan^o 
Httnbates like tinlossncsa 4c, onumernted there aro 
impotslblo In tbo easo oF tbo Indiddaal self 

Tbo next proDp BdtmslUJ] rony be rct,nrdcd as a 
continuation of tbo last, tbou^b it refers to other scrip 
taral passagti than those alreod} dlscunscd Tlio 
conciosion of tho last ^ronp mav bo doubted on re^idini, 
Chh 12*3, iu wblcb tbo Indlridon) icll in clearly spoken 
of But tho doubt ii removed nhen it is considered 
tbat tho individual solf is thoro conceived not in itn 
individooiity but ^vilb Ua unity with ll>o Universal 
manifested Besides tbo reforonco to ibo indiiidual in 
tho last part of tbo daharo sootlon already dincosied 
bos another meaning, or object Its object {«• tbo 
20th apbonnm tnys to sot forth tho real iminro of God 
Farther, if any ono doubts our Interpretation because 
tho dahara 6L(iS(i is said to bo alpa small, then no haro 
only to remind Jilm that wo have already met tbo 
obJecUon in tbo sovonth sutra of pada 2 

Sdtraa 22 and 28, which constitute tbo next tfroup 
interpret tlio Ail roTooJing ono spoken of in IfinuL ii 
2 10 Tiicysayltis the Supremo Self who is meant 
hero and not any clomootal llKht, for all clomontal lif^hts 
like tho sun and tbo moon aro said therein to rofJoct 
tho light of tho shining Qno His in All this sliines 
by his light indicates God This interprotatiou Is 
confirmed by verses 0 and 12 of tho iDtU chapter of the 
Bha^avadgito. 
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The next adhikarana, sutras 24 and 25, interprets 
verses 12 and 13 of Katli ii 1 12 and 13 They speak 
of a person who is apparently ‘pramitah’, measured oi 
finite, for he is said to be “of the size of the thumb'" 
But from the words spoken of him, namely that he is 
the regulator of the past nnd the present and that he 
who knows him ceases to hate, &c , it is evident that 
this Person is leally the Supreme Self and not the 
individual But why is he then said to be of the size 
of the thumb ? The answer is that as the Supreme Self 
IS manifested in the heart of man, whieh is (as the 
ancient doctnne is) of the size of the thumb, and as the 
Vedic knowledge of God is the exclusive sphere of man, 
God is poetically represented as of the size of the 
thumb A controveisy somewhat irrelevant to the 
subject of the p4da, but very interestmg, arises out of 
the doctrine broached in the 25th siitra, namely that the 
sAstric knowledge of God is the exclusive sphere of 
man Are then the devas and such other ethenal 
beings shut out from Vedic Imowledge ? The 'ptvnid 
facie reply to this is, — Surely they are shut out, because 
how can they, having no gross bodies like ours, study 
the Vedas ? But suppose we grant, as Badarayana 
does in siitra 20, that they have bodies and are therefore 
entitled to study the Vedas, would not this corporeal- 
ity on their part conflict with their connection with 
Vcdic rites ? How can a god with one body be present 
at different sacrifices offered simultaneously ? The 
answer, as given in sdtra 27, is,-Scripture speaks of 
the same god assuming many forms. But does not the 
idea of the gods having forms conflict with ‘the Word’, 
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tbn eternal words consiUuUn^ tbc \cdBi from wldeh 
at Sratf and Smritt both tay, (bo world, Indodinf: tlio 
godt^ bat onpinated? Hodlct oro ephemeral thin^ 
fabject to decay and death How coold they orijdnatc 
from \ cdic wordf which arc admitted to be eternal? 
Words and (heir meaning* canies and their cffccto, ore 
eternally related U it this eternal relation on whicli 
according to Jalmlni, the anthontatirenetf of the Vodaa 
restf. To him the gods arc Identical with \edicworiIs 
and arc, as tadi eternal and formlesi The popalar 
tIcw of them aa embodied belngt —a tlow whldi finds 
support from DidariyaniL, — con/Jicts njth Jalmlnfs ricu 
of the natoro ond authority of the \cdai Howoror 
BidarAyant, (hoogh apboldlog (be popalar Idea of the 
gods, does not think that (be aothoritatlTcnett of the 
\ edas if affected (hereby lo hit tIoh as expounded 
by the cororaenlator It It only rtjQltayah particulars 
and not cUr/fayo, uolTertoI forms that are originated 
and ft la with tho latter that \odic nords nro eternally 
connected Thia connection and the aathoritatlrcncsn 
of tho \cdas (onnded on it remain unaffected, toys he 
in aOtrai 28-30, by tho orlgioallon of non eternal things 
liko the bodies of tho goda from tho otemaJ nords of 
tbo^cdos. llo ficema to think of tho Vedio texts as 
archetypal Ideas inUicdirino mind of which earthly 
things and thoir qoalitica aro traniicnt octypos. ^a 
auoh thoy aro not transient. Both SrutI and Smritl 
— tho Rik and tho 0(tA ore quoted — tell na that In each 
cycle the same thinga aro created, i e, manlfeitod 
after their disappcaronco during pralaya, tho state of 
unircnal submergence So tboro fa no oontradictlon 
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between the cternahty of the Vedas and tlie apparent 
transiency of the woild pioceedin^' fioni them But 
Jaimini is not silenced by this icasoniii'j B\on 

admitting foi a moment the pci sonality or corpoicalitv 

of the gods, lie saj^^, as stated in lutra SI. that tiicv arc 
clcaily not entitled to the studj of the Madhu-\idva 
in Chhdncloqya m, for it treats of their oun worship 
Debaiied from one oi inoie such Mdja':, they aie lie 
thinks, debaircd fioni all Vcdic But the teal 

cause of Jaimim’s opposition to the gods comes oiu 
most cleaily only at the end Re thinks, as we sec in 
siltraSO, that words like ‘idit3 a’ &c meaning the god';. 
are applied only metnphoiicnllv to luminous bodies 
which arc '‘uv tdddivat achcland cxdd—icixWy inanimate 
like mud and such othei things Hov' can such 
things have .iny title to the studj’’ of the Vedas 
JBadarayana meets his scepticism in sutra 33 bi 
le-affirming the statements of Sruti and Smriti, 
already given, about the gods as ical embodied persons 
Jaimini indeed is awaie of these affirmations But his 
method of inteipietiug them is leiy different, as we 
have already said, from Btdard^ ana’s It lemains a 
curious fact m the histoij'" of oui ancient hteiature that 
the author, real oi supposed, of the Pxh la-mtmdnsd. 
which deals chiefly witli the wmiship of tlie gods, is an 
itobehever mtheii existence as personal beings, w'heie- 
as Bddaiayana, or whoeiei else may be the authoi of 
the Uttai a-mtmdnsd, which treats almost exclusively of 
the worship of the Supieme Being and has little to do 
with the gods, is a staunch upolder of their reality 

The next gioup, consisting of siitias 34-38, discusses 
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tho titlo of tbc 5ddras to tho Vcdio vidyi^s Abouc tbo 
timo tho Brahmat&lrojt wore corapoicd perhaps loop; 
before that tima, tlio opinion bcoma to baro been 
established that tho 8udtat) wore not entitled to the 
Btndj' of tho Vedas and therefore to at least a direct 
acquisition of Vedio kootrlodpo lint there sceio to 
have been thinLcra who quoatioued this disqualification 
as appears from tbo discasaion wo are ontorinp into 
A supposed qnostionor refers to tbo story of kin/^ 
JAnasrati PontrAyana and bis receiving tbo Sambarga 
VidyA from tbo sago Raikra in soebons 1-3 of tbo fonrlb 
chapter of tbo Qihandogi/a Tills king says tho qncs 
tioner, was oWdontly a budrn, for in ^ 4 nnd 5 Raikm 
tddrcisos him os sneh. Now, Siitra 31 nnsnors tbo 
objector by saying that tho won! Sudra in tho tort 
docs not moan caste It moans $ul tho sadness which 
Jiinasratl foit and fvith which ho bad gone to see tho 
sage^ oaniod by tho rather dlsrcspectfal manner in 
which tlio flamingo in tbo story bad spoken of him. 
Tho word tboreforo docs not prove that tho king was a 
Sddra by costa In tho nort sutra tho kshatriyohood of 
JAnasmtl is proved by tho fact Utat bo is montionod In 
tho some section along xvltb n Ksbatnya named 
AbbipratdrI, a doscondaot of Chitrarathn. Tho next 
sdtra refers to purificatory rites hko vpanayana men 
tioned In tho sAstros in the caso of tlio higher castes 
bne prohibited IQ that of the Sddros thus proving their 
non dtio to Vedio s tndy Sdtra 87 rofors to tbo lomark 
able story of Satyokoma JhbAIa in ChhSiidogya iv 4, 
where his teacher Horidrumata Oautsmft does not 
undertake to initiate him until ho is aatiB5od that tho 
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boy IS not a Siidra As to the real import of the story 
the reader is referred to the observations in our edition 
of the Chlidndogya Sutra 38 refers to specific Smnti 
passages prohibiting the hearmg of the Vedas and 
following their meamng by Sddras Now, a good deal 
might be said on this subject both on grounds of reason 
and sastnc teachmg But we confine ourselves to re- 
ferrmg to the teaching ascribed to God in the Oitd ^ — 
'CJidtm-varnyam mayd srishtam guna-Jcarma-vibUdgasaJC 
(iv 12) ‘‘'The fourfold order of castes has been 
created by me according to the division of qualities 
and duties ’ If there is any natural distinction of 
castes at all, it is based on the division of qualities or 
aptitudes and the life and occupations they lead to 
Judged by this criterion, many so-called twice-bom 
people should be called Stidras, and many so-called 
Siidras should be classed as dvijas But the SutraMra 
and those who follow him imphcitly seem to think of 

caste as depending on birth and not on guna 2 ,-ad 
harma 


The next three aphorisms, 39, 40 and 41 are each 
a distmct adhikarana They discuss the meanmg of 
in Katha E 3 2, ^jyotih'hn Chh vm 12 and 
ahasd' in Chh viu 14. 1 respectively With arguments 
already familiar to the reader, namely that the actions 
and qualities ascribed to the objects denoted by the 
words are possible only of the Supreme Being, it is 
shown that the terms mean God and no phenomenal 
objects In the case of dUsa it is moreover shown 
that the scnptural passage differentiates ndma-rupa, 
phenomena, from the Akfisa of which it speaks. None 
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bat tbo Abiolnto can tbas bo differentiated from phono 
mcna. 

Sdtms 42 and 43 form tbo lait of tho 

pi^da They dlicnit tbo mcanlo;' of ^sclf In Bn, ir 8 
7 Tbo BCcUona aro moat Important In foct no other 
portion of Dpanlibadio lUeratoro la moro Important 
Bnt tbo SntralcAra ■ troatment fa roiy brief It only 
ibows that tho Self spoken of In tbo Rcrlptnral 
pasaages fa tbo anpromo and non transmigrating; Self 
and not tbo indiridaal and tTanstnigraUng, ns if their 
difforoDco coaid bo ooncolrod apart from tbclr noity 
Bat Tijnaralkja speaks of both tho aapeota of tbo self 
Tho SdtrakArAs treatment tbaa does not do Jnstico to 
tho graritjr and diffienlty of tho enbjccL Wo sboll dli- 
ensa it Utor on Oar autbor^s argamonta boro aro (1) 
that in tho atato of dreamless sloop and tho Bclfa 
dopartaro from tho bodj, tbo Unlroreal and tho indjri 
daal oro clearly distiagaisbed, and (2) that in tho 2nd 
of tho two texts roforred to tbo Unlrcraai la called ‘tho 
Lord of bU ‘the King of all tbna difforcntiatlng 
him from tho indiridoil 
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The first adhikaranaof the pdda, sutras 1-7, discusses 
the meaning of the teim '‘avyakta’ in Katha i 3 10, 11, 
and cites anothei adjacent passage, i 3 15 m support 
of the given interpietation Some S^nkhyas seem to 
have claimed that ‘avyakta’ means their Pradh^ina oi 
Prakriti The Sdtrak^ra says it cannot do so, for from 
the metaphorical description, given at the "beginning 
of the Katha section, of the body as a chaiiot, it is clear 
that it IS the body that is meant by the term But it is 
not tlie gloss but the subtle body that is meant, foi the 
teim suits it alone The subtle body is said to be 
supeiior to the individual self, foi the bondage and 
liberation of the lattei are dependent on the former, 
just as the functions of the senses aie dependent on 
objects Ic will be noticed by the careful reader that 
this inteipietation of the Xaf/m text is different from 
ours as given m oui Devauagar and English edition of 
the Ten Upamsliads and extracted m the English trans- 
lation of our siitra text and annotations However, the 
4tli sutra points out that if ‘avyakta’ meant the Sankhya 
Pradhhna, it would have been mentioned as somethmg 
to be known The Sankhyas emphasise the knowledge 
of their Piadhana as distinct from Purusha as a means 
of attaining haivalya Again, if the Sankhyas claim 
that the otlier text beginning with ‘Asabdam aspaisani' 
speaks of their Pradhdna, the Sutrakfira says he must 
say ‘No’, for it really speaks of the Supreme Intelligent 
Self, as the section m which the passage occurs belongs 
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to hin] Bosldoi, in the dialogue between Tama and 
Naohiketaa with whloli the aootion deals, and In the 
oourse of which the former grants boons to the latter 
only three things are spoken of, — flto, the indi^dnal 
self and the Snpromo Self Anything else like tho 
Pradhilna is ont of tho qnoatlon and cannot bo men 
honed Lastly, it ahoold bo nobood that as the 
S^nkhyas use tho term mahat in tho sense of tho first 
sobstanoe generated from Prakrih find not in tho Vedio 
Bonao of the indivldnal self so they use tho term 
^avyakta not in the Vedio sonao of thO'Snbtlo body bnt 
in tho sense of tho Pradhflna But this nn Vedio appli 
■cation of tho terra con bo no reason for tho idontlfioa 
hon of tlio Vedio Avjakta and tho BAnkhya Pmdbl^na, 
The next group olio which consists of sdtras B-IO, 
corrects a Si^nkbya mlalnterprototlon of a Vodio word 
‘A]i, tho unborn, or sho^oat, in Svet^svainra i 5 5 is 
claimed to bo the SAnkbya Prakrib Bat ^tbo anbom 
may mean other things also just os cap with Its 
month below and its bottom oboro moans all spoons 
Indifferently and not a parhoular kind of spoon Ajil 
in tho text really means the sobstanoe of tho olemonta 
tyaa &c , spoken of in Chh. tI 4 Tbero is nothing un 
roasonablo in tbo Srdh metapborioally speaking of tho 
primal sabstonoe os a she goat. Saoh metaphorical 
descriptionB are nomcrous in sonpture, for instance in 
Chh ill the son is called ‘honey* though really it Is not 
honey 

bhtras 11 18 interpret the phraso ‘panoha panoh 
janfih’in ilrt Iv 4. IB ‘Ponchajanih as is evident from 
tbo next verse moans broath, the eye, hearing, food 



( xxxU ) PVDA 4 

Brn-hmna from whom it aad fcho World como oQfc in the 
itato ot waking 

Sutnu 10-22 diflcose tho well known ^Maitroyf 
Brfhmann. In Brt ii 4 and ir 5 Is ‘tho fiolf to bo 
ioeny board «to.” jpokon of thoro tho indlridnaJ or tho 
uniroraal self ? Consldorod from beginning to end tho 
pauage, lay* tho SdtrokAro, is soon in oil its parts to 
refer to tho Snpromo Self ? But is not tho Snpromo 
Self also Unght as idcnUcol with tho individoal ? Yes 
Bob why? Aro not thoy also difforeob ? Yes^ bnt their 
nnify ii empbasisod in order that tho promiso may bo 
fulfilled which Is modo at tho beginning that when tho 
self is seen all things aro soon Tho fulfilment of tho 
promlio depends npon tho identity of tho two boItos 
This scorns to bo tbo riow of tho onciont teacher 
Asmarotbya referred to in sutra 20 Tbo view of 
another onaent lichiryo, Audnlomi, is giron In stltm 21 
He thinks that tho identity of tbo HnlToreal and tbo 
indiridual tanght hero U really that stato which tho 
latter finally attnin* wbon released from Its body and 
other odjoncts. Sutra 22 adds tbo riovr of still anothor 
ancient teaohor, KAsakriUna, about tho identity spoken 
of Tho Indlndoal, ho says* Is tbo form in which tho 
(Jni7orsal ejdsts in man, and so tboJr identic is tanght. 

Tho next group sutras 28-27 shows that Brahman 
is not only tho efficient but also tho material cause of 
tho world --tho substance of which tho things of tho 
world aro forms or appearances. Tho arguments, 
TatloDol and aariptural, aro tbo following —(1} CbA. ri 1 
promises that thoro la ono thing (that is God) which, 
being koovn^ all things aro known, and instances clay 
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Tho uholo of tbo nmt pAdft of diopter II is dovoted 
to meeting Sdnk)iya objoctlons to Iho Vcdsntic tlicorj 
of the creation of tho rvorid by GoH and othcnvlBO 
defending the latter An idea of tho Sankhya dootrino 
m a few words eboald tlicroforo it seems precede an 
exposition of the rarious topics of discnasloD 
For a detailed acconnt hosed on isramkrishna a 
Sanlhija Larila and tho bAiiikya prrtracArtjm Htli 
\njnanablilkshn a coraraontorr tboreon, tbo reader Is 
referred to oor Xm/ina <nid the G(tn Tho S^nLhya 
postulates two eternal pnoclples, Pitmtha and jProi*rift 
from a combination of which the world as wo perceive 
it, has arisen Pamsba or ratbor Pumshas^ co eternal 
and mutually iodopendent, nro conscious but inactiro 
beings Prakrit! is ooconsolous, but ttcUvo but sho 
can act only when sho Is in nearness sanmdhya to 
somepnrusha From tbeir aniou oomo out {1) buddhi 
or mahat a. form of conBoIousuckS undlffercnced into 
the ideas of subject and object, >2) ahanhim, ogoity 
or self-conioiouanoBs 8-7) panchatniimdtra^ tlio sabtlo 
essence of tho firo gross elements, (8) Tnaiwff or tho 
icnaorium, (0 18) tho firo jndnendnyinv or organs of 
knowledge and tho fire larmeiidrxydm or organs of 
action and (19 28) tho flso gross elements,— earth, 
water &a A knowledge and direct realisation of 
Pnmsha s distinction from Prokritl leaids to the former’s 
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lelease from the latter’s bondage and the attainment of 
kaivalya^ aloofness, the goal of Sdnkbya sddhand The 
system leaves no room for a Creator, but what is called 
the Sesvara or theistic school of S^nkhya postulates an 
eternally perfect Being under the name of /suaift, who, 
though not the Cieator of either Pralmti or the 
Purushas, helps all human endeavouis after kaivalya 
We now come to the vaiious topics into which the 
section IS subdivided In the first two sutras the 
Sankhya objector says to the Vedantist, — You reject 
the SS.nkhya doctrine of Piadhdna on the authoiity of 
the Sruti But the Smiiti, — the class of religious and 
philosophical books other than the Sruti and ascribed 
to great teachers, — also deserves honour Such are 
the works embodying the teachings of the Sankhya 
^chdryas In rejecting the Sdnkhya doctrine you deny 
the authoiity of the Sinkhya Smriti The Sutrakara’s 
reply to this objection is, There aie also Smritis teach- 
ing the Vedantic doctrine In rejecting this doctrine 
you deny their authority You commit the same offence 
that you charge us with The fact is that the Smriti is 
to be accepted only so far as it agrees with the Sruti 
Where it opposes the lattei, one is at liberty to 
reject its teachings Besides, the Sankhya teaching on 
mahat and other derivatives from Piaknti are not 
taught in the Sruti, neithei are they recognised by 
common sense, hence they must be rejected For the 
same reason the third sutra rejects the Yoga philo- 
sophy, otherwise called the theistic Sankhya The 
Yoga accepts the Sfiukhya metaphysics ^n toto It 
supplements the latter, as we have already seen, by 
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rccognlaiDg on nncrcatiro Awra, and teaching a system 
of mental and semi physical dltclplloo 

In Sutras 4 U the SInkhya raises more sorions 
objections agalnsc the thcUin of the Vedanta, and the 
Siitmlrfra tries to ananor them* The Sftnkhya doctrine 
is based on tho common sense dlstlnoHon of sabjoct 
and object, m^iid and matlor Tbe filnkbyoa point o^t 
that thi* dlfftincbon Is accepted by tho Vedanta also 
though it recognises presiding deities In various depart 
ments of nature. If then mind and matter are really 
distinct, bow can mind, tho Dlrino ^Und, account for 
tho exiitonco of matter ? Tho disparity of their naturo 
goes against the creation of tlio one by tlio other The 
answer which the Sdtrokura gives to this objection Is 
mthor unsatisfactory and looonsUtent with bis final 
and senous opinion. Ho says the disparity of nature 
between mind and matter does not prevent a relation 
of caase and effect between thorn. &IatcnaI things 
like hair and nails come out of living beings and living 
beings like scorpions come ont of cow*dang Tho 
objector is not satisfied and again urges — In that case, 
in tho ease of mind prodaoing matter and matter pro 
duoing mind, tbo effect must bo regarded os n 0 D>exis> 
tent. The SdtrokAra docs not accept this view Ho 
says, jost as on its omorgonoo from tho cause the effect 
ensta In cause so boforo Its omorgonco too it exists 
therein The S&nkhya does not presa tho quostlod 
which natnrally arises here, — how such disparate things 
as mind and matter con exist in each other, — but raises 
a very different qaestion, namely, that Brahman being 
the Cause both of tho creation and re-absorption of tho 
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world, does it not follow that he is tainted by the imper- 
fections of the world absoibed in him ? The Sutrakara’s 
answer is again unsatisfactory and rather tentative 
He says, when things made of clay oi gold, with their 
vaiious qualities, are absorbed in their mateiial causes, 
they do not communicate their qualities to the latter 
So the imperfections of the world do not taint its Su- 
preme Cause Furthei, you, Sdnkhyas, have no right to 
ohaige us with inconsistencies of which you aie your- 
selves guilty Your Pradh^na is devoid of sound and 
^a^lOU8 such othei qualities which you say, it pro- 
duces And in the final absoiption, when cause and 
effect become one, is it not tainted by these qualities ? 
The fact is, adds the Sdtrak^ia m the last aphorism of 
the adhikaraua, arguments based only on individual 
opinions and not on the scriptures cannot afford a firm 
standing ground If you tiy to argue better, youi bettei 
argument will be lefuted by a still better one So in 
matters religious and philosophical the only stable 
basis is the direct knowlege of the iishis But in in- 
directly accepting the direct knowledge of the nshis, do 
we not reason And if we directly gain the same ex- 
perience as the iishis did, have we not still to argue in 
satisfying ourselves and those about us that what we call 
oui cxpeiience is not either superstition or an in- 
heiited belief ? The Sutrak^ra does not laise thes© 
questions. 

In the 12th sutra our authoi says that by appealing 
to the Vedas, wdiose authority his opponents also 
accept, bub with which their conclusions do not tally, 
he has refuted all those other systems also, — systems 
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other than tlio Sankby/u Norcrthelcss lio \UII take 
them up In the next /kirfa 

In butra IB another objection to tlio Vednntlc ihcorj* 
of crcflUon is answered. An wo Imre already necn, thin 
doctrine docs awny nith the distinction of bobjLOt niid 
object, mind and matter Tlio bdtrakura sarti iio accepts 
this idcntinc.iboa, whialt doot no barm to Ills doctrine 
Tho Bco^ th )D^h one has in it th( \nrtciics of froth 
ripples, uTircs babbles ttc. Tho ono undiride<l Hpaco 
seems divided by limiting adjunctn like pots and wolls 
So tho distinction of subject nnd object is not unreobon 
able in the ono Urafamun trlio inctadcs all Wlmt ne 

haro to say is tliat these metapbora do not into tbo 

root of the matter Tho mutual relations of objects do 
not represent bat rather misrepresent the rilntion bet 
ween subject and object This rclailoa, nhlch inyolres 
difference os well as anit> lias yet to bo examined and 
tho real meaning of both the unltr and tlic difference 
explained 

In tbo next adliikamna, which consisUn o( sutras 
14 20 oar anther docs not talc up any such nnalyfis 
as wo haro soggested but ho sboua by tho sort of 
analogical argomont ho Is foud of and by referring to 
two scnptnral texts that tho effect is ono wltli the cause 
and before its oraorgenco from the latter really exists 
therein. If tho effcot did not so exist In tho cause, 
anything would come out of anj thing else Curd would 
como out of clay and a pot would bo made out of milk 
Instead of clay But this docs not occur showing that 
there is a necessary relation between cause and effect 
Tho two scriptural texts referred to are CJJt vi; i 4 
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and '1 aitt ii 7 The objectoi points out that in these 
texts the world is clearly said to be non-existent and 
its Cause as the only thing existent The Siitrakdra 
replies that the non-existence mentioned is not absolute 
non-existence, but non-existence in the sense of non- 
mamfestation as nama-iicpa, name and foira The 
objector might still say, but does not say, that to the 
All-knowmg One there can be no distinction of mani- 
fest and non-manifest,— everything being ever-manifest 
to him Manifestation as a change implies the existence 
of a limited intelligence which passes from ignorance 
to Imowledge 

In the next group, siitras 21-23, another objection 
to Vedantic BrahmavSda is answered In this doctrine, 
says the objector, the Universal and individual seh'es 
aie identified It follows therefrom that the Universal 
becomes liable to the charge of brmging upon himself 
evils like birth, bondage and death The Sutrak^ra 
rephes that texts hke Bn ii 4 5 declare the distinction 
of the Knowable and the knowing and the Umversal 
and the individual and thus show that the former is 
greater than the latter He also shows, by the analogy 
of different kinds of precious stones and the production 
of leaves, fruits, flowers &c, from seeds that it is 
possible for different kinds of effects and such differ 
ences as individual selves and the Supreme Self to he in 
the same Brahman The italics correct a misprint in 
the translation (P 101) 

But we fmd in the world potters and other mechanics 
dependmgupon clay and other substances and their 
various mstiuments for making the objects made by 
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them Uovir then cm Brdhmon bo tlioaght of as crrjit 
inp the world without any prc^cxiitinir subilanco and 
any initrumonta ? This objection li onswerod by tho 
Sdtmkamin apborlams 24 and 25. Ho InstancCB tho 
chanpo of mUk Into enrd os a ease of creation ^^ithout 
cxtrancons help forgotilnp atmoiphcrio action and tho 
addition of learcn ai nocosiary cacBcs in prodneinp 
curd Ho alio tokofl for prantod tho allcpod power of 
tho podi and tho riahii to prodneo thinpt by tho more 
power of their meditation,— a power which aeeordinp 
to him, oxcmplifics the divlno power of creation 

Sdtraa 20*20 answer tho objection to tho Vedantlo 
theory of creation arising from Brahman a Incorporeal 
ity Tfao aAftras cbaractonio Brahman as Incorporeal. 
Tho incorporeal mnat bo iodirlalble When tho Indir] 
siblo tarns into tbo worid, os toriptoro says bo does, ho 
Quit do to aa a wholo and not in part, and thui ccaao 
to bo Brahman Tho Sdtraloim cannot answer this 
objection in any better way than by appealing to tho 
Ultras. Tbo aaitroa, os wo eco in ftd 6 and AafAa it 
2. 9 teach that in becoming tfao world Brahman norcr 
thoIcfB remains beyond It Wo must accept both his 
irnmtnenco and troniecndcnco on tbo authority of the 
Bcrlptnrcs. Wo think that his irnmnncnco and trani 
cendonce, which aro only two ildoi of tbo oomo fact, 
con bo shown on grounds of reason also but tbo 
Sutrakhra does not appeal to reason hero. Ho only 
refers to tbo state of dreaming montiooed In Bn ir 
3 0 In whioh tho samo self is soon to oroato various 
objecti without oxtronoons help and without losing Its 
identity and indivislbllt^ But after all, tbo objections 
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urged against the Vedantic theory of cieatioa are fully 
applicable to the S^nkhya theory Piadhana is also 
tauglit to be incorporeal and devoid of the various 
qualities it creates It either cannot create these oi in 
creating them it ceases to be mcorporeal 

In shtras 30 and 31 several scriptural texts aie 
lefeired to which declaie God’s possession of various 
powers and attributes and his capability of knowing 
and actmg ivithout organs 

But how can God act, the objector continues, when 
he IS without any want, and has therefore no motive 
for action? The Sutrakara answeis in aphorisms 
32 and 33 that as a king having no wants still acts as a 
matter of sport or pleasure, so may God be conceived 
as actmg though without any want or motive The 
answer must be pronounced very unsatisfactoiy The 
king takes to sport out of inanity, his vast resources 
failing to satisfy him This cannot be said of God 
The fact is that there is no satisfactory answer to the 
objection from the standpomt of Unquahfied Monism, 
the doctrine of a solitary God 

The SutrakAia evidently sees this and so tiies to 
get out of the im^msse brought about by the theory of 
Cl cation he has thus fai been defending The world 
contains numberless pleasures and pains and then 
apparent or real causes in the form of partialities and 
cruelties Arc not these causes attributable to the one 
only cause of all effects, — God ? A consistent Monist 
should say ‘ves\ but our author does not do so In the 
next adhikarana, which consists of sutras 31-36, he 
savs that partiality and cruelty cannot be attributed 
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to God, for dlfforoncos In racDi lot nro dao to their 
omi achon* in their post incarnations Bat creation 
procoedf, tho objector aav*, from a condition in uhleh 
there arc no actions and ao no dlslinotioni Tho ’^utra 
lAnx says creation lias no beglnnlnp a tenet uhich is 
prored by both reason and scriptnre No reason hou 
crer is adduced and no roferonco made either to anr 
Srutl or SmntI text, Reason Indeed finds no bepinninj; 
in creabon tho very Idea of time being that of an 
Indcfiolto over-beginning never ending as uo ha\o 
tried to sbovr in tho second chapter of Brahmajtjnhfi 
Bat Tvo find no definite statement abont tho matter in 
Srdti or Smriti except tho occasional mention In the 
latter of rceurring lalpat or cvclcs IToTvevor tho 
idea of time as having no beginning or end does not 
solve tho problem of tho relation of the manv and ^ho 
ono and that of chango and the obangoless It seems 
evident that one and many and change and the 
oliongoloss being coirolatlvo ideas, implying ono 
another, tho many cannot bo derived from tho ono and 
change from tho obangolcss, os tho Sruti texts on crea 
tion Boom to attempt Tho proper task of philosophy 
is not to explain creabon,— God becoming something 
other than himself — but to onplvso oxporioaco and 
reality and find out tholr flool syntliosis,— the necosiary 
relation of tholr ooniUtuont olementa Such an analysis 
disoloses tbo fact that anbjoot and objoot and tho 
Absolute which both mokes and overlaps their distinc 
tlon, aro nooossory moments of on fudiviflibio reality — 
that God creates man and tho world not in the tense of 
bringing existonco out of non-existenoo or of differen 
D 
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This pida, uecolly caltcd tho Tarkopfido, Is very im 
portout It attempts tft rofate on pronnds of reason tho 
chief of what tho Sdtmk^nfc regards as an Vedio sys 
terns of philosophy These tystoms are (I) tho Sankhya, 
(2) tho KSni^da, (S) the Rcalistlo Gaaddha f4) the Sensn 
tionolistic and Nihilistic Baaddha, (5) tlioJaJna (0) the 
Naly/ijdba and (7) tho Bhttgavnta. This is dono in 
forty fire sdtras dlrided into eight adhlkamnas. 

The first adbikarana, consisting of siltras 1 10 refutes 
tho Sankhya doctrine. The arguments ore tho following ■ — 

(1) Tho world is not a choos. Its parts arc so 
ordered that they servo certain ends ->tbo life 
htppiooss and propagation of living beings and tho 
fipintnal progress of rational beings Sooh a world 
cannot be the effect of an nnconsclons oanso like the 
SAn^ya Praknti Activity itself Is impossible In an 
nnoonsoloDs object Even if tho possibility of nneon 
scions activity bo granted, it cannot acoonnt for tho 
vanous ends serrod by the worldHjrdor referred to for 
they Implj porposo or motive a bioh Prakrit! admittedly 
does not possess 

(2) Bnt milk, thoogh nncouscloDS nnrsos tho calf, 
and nnconscloas water assuagos thirst and tustoine 
life Cannot the anoonsoloos Prokriti bo sapposod in 
the same manner to servo our ends ? bo argues tho 
Sknkhya, The reply is that in tho oases referred to 
the effects justify the inference of an intelllgonco 

"guiding the unconscious caases 
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(3) It muJifc not be S'AkI tluifc 11 *^ 'iruss, v.alcr 

&c , taken bv a cow, tuin into inillc <^0 from Prakriti 
come its I ni ions motbfications, wnhai OvC. It m onlj 
in living bodies like Ibo cow, and not olscv hero, tlint 
glass &c. hcconio milk showing the presence of intelli- 
gence in them 

(4) The Si'inkli.va Piakrili is an imlopcndcnt rc.ilih, 
not dependent on Purusha or an> tinner else And the 
Sanklna Piiriisha is innetue Yet the ^riinklAPS ascribe 
Praknti’s activity to her nearness to Pnnislia A 
naturally inactiic rcalit\ inflnencintr anothci icalitv to 
act IS an absurd idea AsPraknti^^ acliutv, like ns 
existence, IS independent, it canno t be explained why 
it sometimes changes into the forms of lunhnl and 
sometimes docs not so change 

(5) Sankhya thinkers often explain the relation of 
their Puiusba and Prakiiti bv the analocrv of a blind 
man com eying a lame man on Ins sliouldcrs and licing 
guided in bis movements bv the lattci s directions 
Rut the analogy breaks down at every jionit The blind, 
man IS not naturally niactnc as Prnknti is supposed 
by the Sfuildiyas, nor IS the lame man inactne like the 
Siinkbya Purusha for he is able to direct the blind 
man by Ins wmids The analogy Uieieforc fails to make 
the Sfmkby a theory i easonable 

(6) The Sankhj'a doctrine is inconsistent wntli itself 
Its adherents diEfei wudeh among tliemsehes as to the 
numbei of the tativas^ the older of their production 
fiom Prakiiti and their mutual relations as causes and 
effects 

The above arguments, though \ alid, are not suffi- 
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dent The;- do not po Into the root of tbo matter — 
the Sant Iiya donllfcm of Lnouinp and acllnp and know 
inp and bdnp Tho Sutmkdrn iiiflccd ihfnlfl that 
action cannot be nnconfcdoos and anmotired but 
ho doM not ahow this by annljalnp nctlon atid troclnp 
our Tory idea of octivitv lo oar conidoa'< rollllona Ho 
even conerdea to hia oppononi if only for a moment 
that action can bo unconsciona and tinmotited and 
rcata hlw argument for thclam on the imjtoaslbllllr of 
or<^crcd tlilnpa,--thinca related aa rnmn* and end* — 
proecedinp from nnraoUred action Ilia opponent 
mipht therefore contend aa be practically docc that 
where wo cannot trace order we mar ircopnlao the 
reiffn of more matter independent of Intcinpcncc Aa 
to mcro ozittcnco tbo oziatonco of thinpa independent 
of onr intcllipcnt puruaha^ tho Sdlrak^ra aLanda on tho 
Bamo pTound as his opponent and tlicreforo folia to 
refute him fully To ahotv iho error of DoallHm 
either SAnkliya or olhcnrlac knonlcdpo must bo ana 
Irsod and it moat bo abown that aubjool and object, 
knowinp and bcinj,, — and even the finite and the Infi 
nite to wliich tho diallnction nltimatcly rcioivcs itaclf 
— thoDpb diatingoiahable, aro not dlriaiblo that nnily 
and difforenco aro not opposed but cuniplcmcnlar} 
ideas or facts 

Tho llth sutra answora an objection from tbo 
VaiacBbika standpoint to tho Vedantio dootrlho of crea 
tion ao^ sdtraa 12 17 rofnto tho Vaiaeshika ayitem 
This syatom Is ascribed to Kanida or Kanablmk^ rocon 
inp tho cater of particles apparonlly a nickname do- 
rired from the nature of tho system It is on Atomic 
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system representing the material world as a combina- 
tion of subtle indivisible particles called paiamdmis 
That all gross ob3ects can be divided into more or less 
small particles, is mdeed evident , but that this divi- 
sion ends or must end at some point is a mere dictum 
The very idea of extension or space involves infinite 
divisibility The Sutiakaia does not mention this 
point He confines himself to showing (1) that his 
own doctrine of the creation of the mateiial world by 
an immateiial or intelligent cause is at least as reason- 
able as Kanada’s theory of the growth of this world 
from atoms, and (2) that atoms by themselves without 
an extianeous power to move them cannot combine 
themselves into a world The Atomic theory conceives 
the oiiginal single atoms as spheiical and minute and 
thinks that from their combmation arise binary atoms 
which aie minute and short, and from the latter again 
come ternary compounds which are big and long, not 
mmute and short The point of the Siitrakdia’s self- 
defence is that if effects so different from the causes 
can come out of the latter, why cannot an unintelligent 
world come out of an intelligent cause ? The Atomist 
might rejoin that his effects aie diffeient from his 
cause only in foim, not in substance, whereas the 
material woild is substantially different from the non- 
material intelligent cause from whom the Vedantist 
derives it If God is to be shown as both the mateiial 
and efficient cause of the world, it must, we think, be 

shown as through and through mental oi spiritual In 

fact this is the position of the Upanisbadic rishis, as 
appears fiom the descriptions of creation given by 
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them thoD;;h it cannot be Mid that they conniatr'nllr 
keep up thi$ position CTcrynhcre It •com* to ns that 
the SdtraWro In recoptlBlng a duality of Rubutance^ 
the one conedoDw and the other unconscious roallr 
plart into llie hands of hla opponents and t\cakenR the 
theism lie nould ostabtiah Honorer^ his criticism of 
Atomism proceeds ns nlreadjr stated on his showing 
that the onpnol atoms as Incapablo of rao\emont, 
cannot corobino and form a tv ortd To this it may bo 
said that it Is dcfri^/i/j an unseon power possibir the 
effect of the past actions of scItcs widch moves the 
atoms Dat this unseen principle as an unlntcllipcnt 
entity, is incapable of prodnclni; motion. Tlio next 
supposition is 5<inmntya n relation which binds to 
f^etber atoms and prodoces combinations Now ns dis 
tinct from Iho atoms tbeiusclrcs, it is incxplicnbto bovr 
this fumardya comes to help them Somcthinf; oise 
seems neccstary to connect It with tlio atoms But if 
this Is allowed it will lead to on Infinito re(;ress and no 
etablo conclosion will bo arrirod oL The supposition 
of a Mamnrai/a llicrclorc does not help the \loral8t. 
Bat let us waive tbls objection nnd allow iho aollrltr of 
tho atoms throupb atiruhta Will that help tho Ato- 
mist? The constant proxiroitr of ndrii/ifn would make 
their actiritv permanent and tho stato of pralai/a or 
end of creation impossiblo an their inactivity has boon 
already shown to mako oroation impossible klorcorer 
tho V&idoshikan assamo tho atoms to hare 't|io qualitios 
of colour'tasto d-o found in tho erross Objects which 
resnlt from their combination In fact atoms are olassi 
iiod aocordlnp to tho four cloasoi of objects they giro 



CKAPTEK n 


( Ivi ) 


rise to, — earth, water, fiie and aar, and are conceived as 
possessing the vaiymg qualities of the latter But this 
makes them gross objects and affects their minuteness 
and permanency and thus makes them unfit foi being- 
causes of this gross and impermanent world If, to 
avoid this difficulty, we suppose the atoms to have- 
onh one quality each, or all to have all the four quali- 
ties, the variety of objects with their vaiious qualities 
would remain unexplained On the ground of these 
discrepancies and lastly owing to the fact that the 
system lias not been accepted by authorities on the 
^ edas, Atomism, says out author, must be rejected We 
may lemaik in passing that the Atomic theory, w;hich 
once leigned supreme among the votaries of science m 
in the west, is now a piactically exploded theory there 
owing chiefly to the pi ogress of philosophical specula- 
tion during the last half a century or moie Atoms- 
and the force they were once conceived to be moved by 
aie now lecognised by a large and giowung class of 
scientific thinkers to be metaphysical noumenal ideas 
ha\ mg no place m science proper, which deals with 
phenomena or appearances on grounds of positive ex- 
pericncG Om perceptions, so it seems agreed to by 
thoughtful scientific men, are confined to sensuous 
o\ontb and our belief in the world as a whole is the 
xcsult of a sjstematic association of the ideas left by 
tliese sensuous events To asciibe our sensations to 
atoms, forces oi an intelligent mind oi minds is to 
go bc\ond experience Thus from solid entitles atoms 
came to be (1) centres of foice, then (2) centies of 
mere motion and are now regarded as i3) mcio centres 



( ) 


TADA 


of radiation and called olcotroni and protont Wliat 
the latter aeon will bo somowhat dear from tbo follow 
ing extract from an ortiolo on ‘ Tho Phlloaopliy of 
Bortrand Russcir contributed hr us to Advance and tho 
Indian JJessenger nearly two years back, ilr (now 
Lord) Raifel) is the chief Brititb roprcicntatlro of New 
Realism, which has ancceded tho old Materialism In 
hii ^OutUnct of Philosopht/' ho says —“Until lOio 
theories of tbo stracturo of tho atom ncro based npon 
tho old conception of matter as indestructible sob 
fttonco, although this was already regarded os no nsoro 
than a convenience Now, owing chiefly to two German 
physicists, Heisenberg and Sebrodinger tho last 
vestiges of tho old solid atom have melted away and 
matter has become as ghostly as anything in a spirl 
tual seance (P ICtii Again Every atom is a itmc* 
tore ooDsisting of electrons and protons '* (P lOO All 
protons carrj a certain amount of positive olcolricity 
and all eleotrons cany an equal amount of negative 
electricity (P 100) ‘^Tho oim Is to confine tho theory 
to what Is empirically voriflablc, namely radjations as 
to what there is whoro tbo radiatJons come from wo 
s. cannot tell and it is eciontifically unnecessary to spccu 
lato^ (P 112) Tho reader will thus boo how far 
thought has travoUod since tbo days of our old Ato- 
mlsti, — tmTellod in tho very linos followed by thorn 
not to speak of other linos Howovor, wo now oorno to 
speak of our ancient Buddhists whose adTouced see 
tlons greatly anticipated modom thought on Idoalistio 
or rather Soneationallstio linos 

Buddhist philosophy is oxaminod in idtras 18-32 
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The philosophers are broadly divided into three classes, 
—(1) the Reahsts, (2) the Ideahsts oi Sensationalists 
and (3) the Nihihsts The third class, though men- 
tioned, IS not dealt with by the Sutrak^ra The Realists 
•are Dualists, holdmg matfcei and mind to be different 
Their theory of matter is atomistic, and the Siitiakdia’s 
refutation of it resembles his criticism of the Atomic 
theory Their theory of mind may also be said to be 
a species of mental Atomism Transient mental events 
are said to form themselves into five skandhas or 
groups, — form, perception, feeling, concept and idea, — 
and constitute the basis of personal expeiience As 
the Buddhists do not recogmse any peimanent self, 
individual or universal, the Sdtrak^ra aigues that their 
attempts to show the formation of these aggregates are 
quite futile As the mental events are distmct and 
peiish as soon as they arise, they cannot be related as 
causes and effects of one another Even if their causa- 
lity beiadmitted for a moment, so that an antecedent 
event be regarded as giving rise to its consequent, it can- 
not be explamed how several events form an aggi egate 
There are two modes of escape fiom this difficulty, — 
either to deny the prmciple of causality altogethei oi to 
say that the antecedent lasts just long enough to give 
use to the consequent The fust case brings a peifect 
chaos into our expeiience. In the absence of a law of 
causation, anything at any time and place must be sup- 
posed to produce anything else In the second case the 
very basal principle of Kshanabliangavddd^ that all lui- 
piessions are momentary, is rejected This principle of 
momentaimess, however, which necessaiily leads to 
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■the denial of a permanent aelf is ncRalI\ed bj* the fact 
-of romorabnuico Romembranco implies tho rccopni 
tion by tho samo peraon of a pa'it and a present Ira 
prcsslon as his own Ho mutt know— I who had llio 
post imprciBion hai'e tho preaent also This proves tho 
pcnrianonco of the porclplent and also of tho past 
perception. Buddhist Idealism or Sonsationalisra is 
specially oramined In sutras *>7 34 Tho Sutmbira a 
.ax^mentt a^^alntt the doctnno are tho foIIonin{; — 

(1) ■\oa soy there arc no external things and only 
■raontal things exist but wo do porcolro external things 
AVTiy go ogalnst patent oxporionce ? Tho Mcntallst 
might however ask what tho SutrakSra means hr cilor 
nal ExtomM to what,— body or mind ? Tho Montallst 
-does not deny the existence of things external to the 
bodj Some percepts aro really related cxtemallr to 
•one another that Is aro In different spaoos What tlio 
Mentallst denies la tho oxtomalltj of percepta to porcop 
iioo. Poroopts dlTorocd from perception are moaning 
lets 

(S) Tho Idoolista urge that os things porccirod in our 
■dreams are admittedly not caused by things beyond tho 
mind, things soon in tho unking state need not bo 
ascribed to non raontal oauBoa Tho two olassoa of 
■things are exactly aliko. Why asoribe thorn to different 
■oaoscs ? Tho Siitmkiira soys they are not alike for 
things aooo In a dream arc proved to bo unreal on tho 
>±orralnaUon of tho dream while those porcoivod in tlio 
waking state remain pormimont Our author hero docs 
not SCO the point of tho Idoaliats argument Tho 
:aimi!arity of tho waking nud the dreaming state lies 
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in the fact that in both cases the objects are percepts, 
necessarily related to the percipient mind and expli- 
cable only by reference to it The permanency of the> 
objects of the waking state does not take away this’ 
similaiity And the permanency is only relative, if real' 
at all Our waking perceptions go and come, — they aie 
m a constant flux As perceptions of mdividual minds- 
subject to oblivion and remembrance, they aie nob 
permanent Then identity in this flux may prove the- 
existence of a higher self in us which never forgets 
anything, but it does not prove any extra-mental reality^ 
As to the similarity of the waking and the di earning" 
state and the creative power of the self, Y^jnavalkya’s 
views in iv 3 tally, at least partly, with those o£ 
the Vijn^nav^dins and seem opposed to those of the 
Sutrakfvra But, as we shall see later on. oui author 
sets forth another and a maturer view elsewhere 

(3) The Ideahsts think that mental impressions can 
be caused by uasa?ids, preceding impressions, and that* 
no extra-mental causes need be postulated But vdsands^ 
are modifications and imply a substratum, the existence 
of which the Idealists deny We might ask the Siitra- 
ktiia whether he thinks of material or mental subs— 
tiata Cental substrata might be allowed for mental 
phenomena, but material, that is, unconscious substrata 
for mental or conscious phenomena are not only 
uncalled for, but meaningless However, the variety oh 
mental impressions demand, so argues the Sutrakara, 
various kinds of external things as their causes But. 
apart from the unreasonableness of explaining consci- 
ous effects by unconscious causes, aie not various pui- 
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posc^ a bettor explanation of thorn ? If tho Batno Bolf 
•can bo the nabjeot of rarioas raental conditions Bdcli 
as wo experience dailr and hourly and atich os tho 
'Sdtrak^ra himself has spoken of clsowhcrc wbat pro 
rents rarious mental [mprosaions from bcln]; tho effects 
•of tho aamo conscioas caasc with vbHodb purposes ? 

(4) Tho Sonaalionalists substituto what they coll 
^Alayavxinano a sum total of sensation* for a perraa 
nent self Bat as t\g hare olrcady briefly said in (1) 
momentary sensation* cannot bo sammod np without 
■a permanent ego that rotalns sensations as fixed 
ideas A self that persists whilo orents pa^s awar 
retains tho knowledge of tho past and rclotcs it to tho 
present, and also anticipates the fataro can alone 
combiao viinanas ideas which, as nocossanlr related 
to the self haro an element of permanenco In them 
Space with its relation* of here and there far and »ie«r 
timo with its iww end f/iOM, causality with Its union 
of tho pemianeiit aud the (ramicnl are all impossible 
and meaningless withoot a self which, whilo making 
space dmo and causality possible, yet transcends their 
llmitationB Hov70Tcr tho student of recent British 
philosophy will see that the refutation of Sonsationallsm 
aphorised br tbo Sutrakhra and amplified by Sankara, 
which wo have skotohed aboro. Is a remarkable anti 
dpation of T H Qrcons refutation of Home in tbo 
introdnotion to his edition of Home a works reproduced 
in tho first rolumo of his own works 

Tho Jama philosophy is oonsldored in tho next 
tdhikarana, gdtms 3S^ Tho Jalnoa reoognlae only 
two fondamontol categories or classes of objects, Jfw 
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and ajim^ self and not-self But these include various 
other subordinate categories, as the leader will find on 
leference to our annotations and their translation 
They have also got a method of reasoning which they 
call sapfadJiangmaya, according to which any ob3ect. 
considered fiom seven distinct standpoints, appears to 
have diffeient contradictory qualities The method 
seems to have a distant resemblance to Hegel’s 
doctrine of the identity of contiarieties Both the Sutra- 
k^ia and the Bh^syak^ra are very brief on the subject 
and nothing definite can be said about it without a 
direct study of Jama philosophy However, the Sutia- 
kdra shows the erroneousness of this method by the- 
simple statement that contiadictoiy qualities cannot 
inhere m the same object at the same time He then 
examines the Jama doctrine of the self from the stand- 
pomt of the Vedantic view of it as eternal and un^ 
changeable According to the Jamas the self assumes 
various sizes coriesponding to the bodies it occupies 
in its successive tiansmigiations But m the final 
stage of hberation it is, they say, unalterable The 
Sdtrakfi.ra characterises this theory as inconsistent He 
thmks that to be unchangeable in the state of liberation, 
the self, regarded either as vibhu or anu^ minute or 
pervasive, must always be unchangeable 

In the next group of sdtras, 37-41, the doctrine of 
the theistic or rather deistic Sdnkhyas, the Saivas, the 
Naiydyikas and the Vaiseshikas, .which says that God is 
distinct from both matter and the individual self and is 
only their Ruler and not then Creator, is examined and 
lefuted Our author’s arguments are the foUowmg — 
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(1) God aa Rnler has ordnlnod for different beInf,B 
•anequfil poBitiona, high low and middling Ho is there 
fore BnbJ&ot to love and hace and therefore no real 
Iflvara or Ruler 

(2) Being distinct from and therefore unconnected 
with matter and the selrea how can such a God rule 
them ? 

(3) A potter can control his clay because it is an 
object of hla perception Prakriti is devoid of form 
and other qnahdea and not an object of perception 
Hence isvara s control over her is nnthmkable 

(4) It may bo sold that Isvara s control over Prakriti 
ii like that of the seal over Its senses Bnc its senses 
make the loul subject to pleasure and pain Tho 
analogy would therefore make the Deity subject to 
pleasure and pain and so take away bis divinity 

(5) According to the S4nkbya, Prakriti is unlimited 
and BO are the Pomsbas Now, one may ask if fsvara- 
knows their and his own measure If be knows it, he is 
limited. If he does not know It, he Is not omniscient 

The last adbikarana of tho pdda, slltras 42-45, 
exammea tho Bhdgavata PanebarAtra doctrine Tho 
anment works of the school seem to have been lost. 
Tho present Bhagavata Purina is evidently a modem 
book and though teaching the peculiarly Bbiigavata 
tenets, is — at any rote tries to be — in harmony with 
Vedantio teachings Tho ourront A^drada Paneharatra 
and the Brdiinarxuvaria Purina, which are more 
distinctly Bbtigavata in fipuit, seem even later than the 
Bh6gav<iia Purdna, Bat they do sound a note of opposi 
tion to the Vedas and the Vedanta, which is mentioned 
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insutiA^r) Thcv can Miu'< be biKeti as llic inorlcrn 
icprcscntatn cs of (he nncieiif- u alii-l-’nnclinri'itra 
system Accordni": to fins system the 

Supreme Bern;;, tliou^^ii one, miirnfcsls Inmself in four 
distinct foims or uspeefs, nanmh Wisudc^a, 

Sankarshnna, PiadMunmi and Anirndfliia \asudc\a 
IS the Infinite One in Ins fulness S.inl'ar->han.i is his 
manifestation ns the indnidual self Prad\nmna is 
nmnns, the scnsoiinm, windi unites the fi\e senses 
and the fnc 01 gans of action \nunddha is n/mnAura, 
cecity, each poison’s consciousness of himself as 
distinct from other scUcs ihc Sutrakaia s criticism 
of the St stem turns upon its dual jirocedurc of 
rcpiesentiii" the subsequent \_\ulias is at once one 
witli Vasudeta and so infinite and cternak and as 
jirocccdiug from him and so non-eternal ,ind finite 
If Sankaishana, the indnidual self, jirocccds from 
Vfisudeta, the Absolute Self, llicn the foimcr becomes 
tiausicnt and finite and cannot bo said to be one with 
the latter Tlic cause, to be a rc.il cause, must hate 
some atisaya, superioutj', o\cr the effect or else 
causation is impossible. As to the third and fourth 
tyulias the doctrine is even more inconsistent jilanos 
IS an organ oi instrument (sucli as a hatchet) of the 

individual self and the same of manas Now, 

we never see an. instrument proceeding fiom an agent 
But the Bhkgavatas deiivc their Pradyumna fioiu 
Sankaishana and then Aniiuddha from Pradyumna 
Such a theory is opposed to common expciieuce and 
has no support from the scriptures The Bhagavatas 
also contradict one anothei as regards attributes and 
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tho beingi posscniag tbGm,~ropro«onUjig tbo fonnor 
lomotlmefl aa iDOro qnalidot and lomodmes u solrcs 
AS holy V/iBQdoTaa. And tboy oro opposed, at leaat 
partly, to the Vedas. They say Stodilya fallod to got 
the higbost good io tho Vedas and fonod !t In their 
•istra. 

Tbo andent BbfigaTaia PanobaT^im onlt has gradn 
ally developed into wbat is now called Valshnansm 
with its fonr chief sohools and theJr many divisions 
and snb-diTisions Tho fonr divino vyMhas have given 
rise to an olabomto story of lovo and war in which 
V^isndova has becomo Krubna, tho bod of a Ksbatnya 
named Vasadova, and Sankamhana has heoomo Gala 
riima, Kdsbna 8 half brother Pradynmna ib Krishna a 
ion and Aniroddha bis grondsoa Tho present nriter 
has given a sketch of tbo rise and dovolopmont of 
Vaishnarism in a email volome of twenty essays named 
Krishna and the Puranas in which, besides other things, 
tho oarlier form of tho cult, which is in harmony with 
tho Vedanta, and tho later form which practically ro 
jects it aro clearly dlstinguUhod. As to tho Sutraknms 
criticism of tho Bhigavata doctrine of Chaiurvyuha 
could it not be said from the Bbfigavata standpoint so 
far as it accepts Vodantio teachings that tho distinction 
of caose and effect, and oven of'agent and organ bo 
togorded. both from, the eternal and the temporal point 
of view Oonsidorod from tho latter tho Sdtrakifraa 
criticism Is ralid, Tho Indlrldual self os proceeding 
from the Universal in time is net the UnlTorsaL And 
the same thing can be said of egoity as proceeding 
from the sensorium. Bat looked at from a standpoint 
E 
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beyond the time-piocess, these very effects, though 
distinguishable from their causes, are not separable 
from them and are in that sense one with them Such 
an explanation is suggested by, if not cleaily set forth 
in, the higher Vaishuava puranas like the Vishnu and 
the Bhdgavata 
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The firat adWkarona of tbo p^do, adlrasIT, di* 
ca*iM the oripla of Akata apace. The purrapakahi 
holdi that space Is etcraat not a created object Tiio 
arjitimcnbi In faronr of this position are (1) that the 
icnphirca do not spcalr of tho orljpn of space or If 
IhcT do speak of It, os in Tait 11 they do so in a flfpira 
tiro seme and (2) ihst spneo has not that composite 
and ebanpinp nataro which all created objects bare 
Tho SdtrakAm meets Ibeso arpnmenls bjr layinp (1) that 
the acriptaraJ atateraent of tho creation of space Is not 
figoratlrc f2) that the scnptnnii promiso of Inowinp all 
thlofta by bnowlop God can bo fulfilled only by 
aceoplinp all tbinpa incladinp space as one with God 
wblob he interprets as mcanlnp that oil thinps arc 
caused or created by God, and H) Ibat, oa observed in 
this world, thcro is division or distinction only in 
effects, not In causes Space being dlslioguisbablo 
from earth and other things, it must be on effect 
or created object. At to tho last argument, is It 
not orident that earth as oxtooded as in space, can 
not be distinguished from it? However, tho whole dis 
cotaion can hardly bo called pbilosopbical Noitbor 
party undertakes to analyse czporionco and show liko 
the English Empiricists that space is derived from 
sensations, or like Kant that It is an a pnon form or 
condition of perception Tho ptSrvapoksha seems to 
hove a glimpse of the latter tIow, but does not clabo 
rate it. In snbstanco wo aide with Kant and regard 
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space and time as nnderived forms of perception But 
it would be going out of the way to attempt here an 
exposition of this view We refer the reader for a 
somewhat detailed treatment of the subject to the first 
chapter of our Bi ahmajijndsd either in its Enghsh or 
Bengali version Space is not derived fiom percep- 
tion, for it is an a prion condition, mode or form of 
perception But perception itself is a human form of 
knowledge, which is essentially above the hmita- 
tions of space and time Knowing or the knowing 
self, in asmuch as it is aware of limitations, transcends 
limitation He who knows heie and theie, now and then, 
fat and neat, leally comprehends all these and is above 
their divisions Man, though his actual perceptions are 
in space and time, has the unspatial and the timeless, 
the Infinite and the Eternal, in him and is in that sense 
one with the lattei If the comprehension of space in 
God makes it a created thing, and if this is what the 
SutrakAra means by calling it so, he is right And in 
this sense, tbe creation of space is continuous, “ever 
beginnmg, never-endmg ” Every time the transcendent 
knowledge of God is manifested as human knowledge 
or tbe knowledge of some superhuman fmite being, 
space is created 

Sutra 8 merely states that by a procedure similar to 
that adopted in the case of space, air also may be 
shown to be created by God. 

In sutra 9 the childish question “who made God ?” 
sometimes asked even by people who are not children, 
is discussed In explainmg one thing by nn other we 
really explain*, says the Sdtrak^ra, the particular by the 
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general WTicn the moat general i. e , the UnIrortaJ, ia 
reached, namely Sai^ Doing the canaal question ends. 
The UniTcraal roqulrca no explanation Sat cannot bo 
dcrired from atat non being bocaoso it Is non^cxlatcnt 
and tberoforo cannot bo a cause That tljc Upanishadlc 
Saly Being, ii not a mere empty conception but is tbo 
same as knowing, which cannot bo dcrired from ony 
thing else for all other things Imply It as their condl 
tion, is clear from Chh tI 2 and snch other passagci 
Sdtras 10 n and 12 treat rospeetirolr of the oripn 
of firo, water and earth io tho last of these sutras It 
is shown that in Ckh tL 2 and 4 means earth 

and not food, anoh as rioo or barley 

In sutro 13 it is shown that the elonscnts mendonod 
do not of thomsolrcs prodneo tho other elements, bat 
that tho Lord, abiding In thorn as tboir seWos, producea 
effects by his oroallvo thought 

Tbo 14th aphorism toschos the doctrino by illustra 
tions from obsorvod facts that tbo order of creation 
c. ^ , water from flro and earth from water is reversed 
in dissolution or rotraoUon into Brahmam 

Sdtra 15 answers an objection to tbo order of crea 
tion given in scriptnro arising from tho Intcrrontion of 
huddhi and tnanas between tho Creator and tbo ole- 
moots Wo merely mention It, as it is of no importonoe 
and pass on to tho next topic, which Is really important 
StStraa 10, 17 and 18 aro regarded ah different topics, 
bnt they, in fact tho remaining whole of the pdda, may 
be taken ns ono topic, tho nature of tho self However, 
wo shall take up 10-18 first They tonoh tho indostruc 
tiblUfcy of the self As it manifests itself with the birth 
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of the body, and disappears with its death, it seems to 
he born and to die , hut its birth and death are bhciJvtct^ 
apparent and not real It is really eternal and indes- 
tructible The proof adduced by our author is puiely 
scriptural He does not attempt any rational pioof As 
in speaking of space, so here, he does not analyse the 
idea of time and show, as he might do, that there can be 
no time without the timeless, — the knowing self in us 
which, seen in the fulness of its nature, is seen to be 
also the Self of the univeise For a detailed treatment 
of the subject we refer the reader to the second chapter, 
Nitydmtyamveka, of oui Bi alimajipidbd 

The next topic, comprising shtras 19-32, is the size, 
minute oi peivasive, of the self The piirvapaksha 
defends its minuteness, the Sutrakdra its pervasiveness 
The piirvapaksha argument extends up to the 28th 
aphorism There is much in this long discussion which 
does not call for or indeed deserve exposition or abbre- 
viation Its strong point is the scriptural doctrine of 
transmigration A self that migrates from body to body, 
fiom one world to another, cannot be vibliu, peivasive, 
it must he aim^ minute The piirvapakshin also cites 
scriptural texts in support of his view The Sutrakara’s 
answer turns upon his view of the conjunction of the 
self with buddJn, the understanding, with its expies- 
sions, — desire and aversion, pleasure and pain &c as 
long as its individuality lasts It is this limiting or 
differentiating adjunct that makes the self appear as 
minute, and scriptural statements of its minuteness 
have all a reference to the self’s conjunction with it 
In its essence, that is as free from this adjunct, the self 
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is not minnle, bat pcrrftiko Oar aoUior fladi a 
lapport of this tIcv in tach ecriplaral paswpci na Dn 
it 3 7 This pa^Bo«e which ore hare explained In tho 
light of Sankaras commentary, may adroit of another 
interpretation nt any rate some words In it, for in 
stance lamiinn But Its Rcncral trend andonbtodly 
sopports the SutraWra* tIow ^DhfjatjiU in Jehyntt 
ira really means that thinking and moving do not bo 
long to the seifs real nature But this tievr of the self 
is not shared by all tho rithis of tlio Upanlsbadfl, as ue 
thall SCO by and by Ilotvorcr the Sulmkfiraa idea of 
the self is at already mentioned abovo In substance 
that Its minnteness Us special perceptions Itsplcasarc* 
pains and movements In abort Us Indiridoalily arc all 
due to Us connection wUh hiiddht apparently an extra 
ncops flobstance and that this connection ceases in tho 
state of liberation Dal does not this conocelion ccaso 
even beforo Ilborotlon ? In su^hupti dreamless sleep 
which represents pm/fli/a sabmoigcncc of the uorld In 
Brahman all expressions of indiridnallty ceaso and tho 
self IS united to Brahman This view is sot forth in 
Chh vl 8 1 Bn ir 8. 22 and sovoral other paBiogcs 
in tho Upanlshads Tho Sdtrakira s reply to this given 
m adtra 31 is that In dreamless sleep buddhi remains in 
a potential condition and is re manifested in tho wak 
ing state, liko tho monstmehes and tho ririlo seed in tho 
child, monlfcstlog thomseircs In youth. Oar author 
trios to strongthon his position in sdtra 82 by saying 
that in tho abtoneo of a limiting adjunct Uko hxiddhx 
tboro would bo olthor perpotaol non porceptlon or 
constant porceptlon, noUher of which Is actually tho 
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case But even in tlic presence of hiulcVn there is 
change from perception to non-pcrccption and the 
reverse This is explained by the contact or non-con- 
tact of hKcldh with external objects and its attention or 
inattention to tliem The Sutrak^i a cannot think of the 
self 111 its real nature, without contact wi(li a not-self, 
as capable of producing the changes of our conscious 
life How fai this view is consistent with his avow'cd 
Monism, w^c shall ace later on 

In the next tw^o odhikaranas, siitras 33-30 and 40, 
our author show's, on the authority of many a scrip- 
tural text, that the self, witli the undci standing as its 
organ, is an agent in matters both temporal and 
spiritual But it can also cease to act, by not using 
its instrument, as a carpenter docs by hiding aside 
ins adze 

In sutras 41 and 42 our author tries to solve, too 
briefly it wmuld seem, the problem of man's depen- 
dence upon God and his freedom as a moral agent 
Man’s activity, he says, is dependent on God But if 
so, he suffers the evil consequences of actions which, 
as dependent on God, are not properly human This, 
says the piirvapaksha, is not compatible wath God’s 
justice and goodness But, says our author, God in 
awardmg the consequences of human actions has 
regard to men’s moral efforts, — their choice of virtue 
and vice The various moral injunctions in the 
sSstras piove this They would be meamngless if man 
had no free choice Our author stops here He does 
not seem to see that the idea of man’s free choice and 
that of the dependence of his actions on God aie 
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naturallj contradictory^ at any rate tfaoy ficom to bo 
10 Tbo problem reenra in another form and is dis 
entsod at length in tbo next ndhikanma. 

Sdtros 4S-53f tho last adhlkomna of iho p£da 
disonss tho question of Monism and Plnrallsm, — 
whether what wo call flnlto scItds arc ono with God 
or really distinct sclrcs indopondont of God and 
independent of ono another As wo haro already 
seen, our author accepts tho forraor tiew, bat ho 
qualifies his Monism by teaching that IndlTidnal 
selTci ore parts of God and not God in his totolity 
Ho thinks that by this qualification be solrcs many a 
problem which anquallficd Monism and Pluralisro 
rnnnot solva Besides tho many sastrio declarations 
of man s dlsUuction from God nlrcody referred to by 
him (in sdtrtLS 43*4{J) he adds hero a few more On 
tho other hand tbo Atharranas go so far as to identify 
even flshonxion^ slaros and gamblers nith Brahman 
Onr author thinks thoso opposite riows of unity and 
difforcnco can bo rcconolled by his own view that 
tho Indlyldaal is a part of tho UnlrorsaL Tho oh 
jection (in sdtra 40) that on his riow God wonld bo 
affected by human affllatioDSf ho moots in a uar 
already familiar to us, namely by his theory of twddAf 
as a limiting adjonot of tho self As light, apace and 
tho sun BOom bent, moring and trembling rospoct 
ively though not really so, owing to such ndjunofca 
as fingers, jars and water, so God is not affected by 
the pain to which his port^ tho indlridtial limitod by 
iuddhXf is subject. This Tiew is again supported 
<in sdtra 47) by texts from SrutI and SmritL Sdtnia 
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18-53 nnsucr f oino objpciions lo our f>u(bor'. Xon- 
ur;rccl In Phir.iluUs furl « ho^’' tlmt tluur 
sv^'totn IS riof froo froiii ihooum' tf'iK im If th^rf 
onlv otio Self, tliov ii'lc, v hr'f r ni Iio tho nu n. muij; <jf Jh( 
'-.istiic injun-tinu', 'umI pr'yliihthoin ■> l)/> \ not 

uni)l\ .1 plurilit^ of *ph(*-. f)ijr 'lulhor uris ’-cr-i 
lln*- qur'-'lion In rnlmitiunt tho f'Up •ilt"' (onurfliou 
wall iniun Imtlu's dn 'iin^ ht< iHu .t-'ittorn from 

fiio milotiil voilfl, liiiis pr.if MnilK "•nni'' nn ins 
A(l\ nit;n i'i<] I Tiro, Im n roulh nno. \f'‘ fir;* in 

cnntaofc v itli i doufl hoo\ i tinT.)U''!ml>If I’lirli is 
oiio, ^ cl of (lie tv (> dun;'*-, u m mioMd nnd h rortn^', 
both (as he think*'- minic of cirlb the one i-- v.orihy 
of leeopt mcc, the oflier of reje* tion Tin o'foiui 
oiijoclion (int;cfl m salt i l*)i is ihi t ~ 'foil oclnnt. 
onlv one self and thoi cfore onh one Hut there 

lUo ninin actions I'ttnbuteil to ni.im .i"ent If there 
n ere onl} one .etoiil, (he fr^ut*^ of arlione v ouhl fjet 
niixccl E\il-docrs nouhl bo Imppy ami ' irtuous 
pcojilc niiEcrablo The Sntrnl in insv ors — fli Buddlii 
keeps neents distinct from one iinotlier and presents 
the confusion ^ou speak of (2) Tlic nuluidual self 
IS after all las sa\ s sutia 50) a rcfloetion of the 
Supreme Self, not n icnhtj diffcront from the latter, 
jmfc not quite (stiksh.it) identical nitli it In sutra 
51 the Sutiak.ira turns the tables npainst tlic Plurahsts 
\our ad) isJiia^ he says, the imisiblc fruit of actions, 
mliercs in an unintelligent object open to all selves , 
so there being nothing to confine any particular 
adiishta to any particular self, the possibility of con- 
fusion you ascribe to my theory really belongs to- 
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joar* Tho riurall^l rrjoln* (In (Ji*( 

particular rcfolallon* nf particular *cl»r* to ►P^rt* (1 li 
end and arc Id (hat, it tofficicn! to nroid (!>'’ tojijw r i 
confa»lon and brin^ in rach llir rp>Qll bl n'r-n 
Bciion Odf anihor rrplift lhat (here i« nollilnp i 
pretent iIjp ennfarton for t!i<* partlrular re ftlulintr* 
of pTrtiralar tPltc^ ire (aim In ronjuneUnn t\Jtli tl r 
nnnat (i form or cxpr^*»Ion of bnddbi and nllirrnl^lv 
of Pratnii wbicb U open !o all trlrr Tliere i 
nothiriR to rriTtilalc Ibr^e re«oliillo*jt and confire llinr 
rc^alti to particular fcUc^ Hot the PluraJirt ih noi 
vet filcrecd fn tdlra b (he Ukt of the pfrfa b'* 
tri— At the renjocctlon of (be tclret trJtli minn 
laVrt place In ihdr rf»pecllTe bodies the rii tinctloii 
of their fTkolutiont and tbo reiult of tbeip rctclutionH 
are teeured bj* the localltr In which the e njunelfon 
loLf^ plocc The SOtraWro repMet that av iSe tcUc-* 
ore filhu perratlrc and an the bodf onj Inalet in 
proxiraitj' to ol) ichc* (be latter arc in oil bodiP‘> 
and llierc are no particular bodice brlonpini, to parti 
color telres Tiio conjoiiclion of the manat witli tim 
iclrci connot therefore bo 0Btit.ned to any particular 
locality The poitlhlllty of confntion thcrpforc rcmalnk 
on the Pluraliit thcor7 ond Iho ilonIsUc view la proved 
to bo the only one which solves all dlfnculliet 
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have effects all oYor the body If they were perroaifc^^ 
there woold bo no meaolog in iholr passing out of tbo 
body at death. Tho mnkb3ra prAna is lometimos called 
perrasire, but its porrailTonest portaioB only to its 
uniYorsal aspect, os HlmnyBgarbba. Somo thinkers 
would not call tho mokhya prdna an organ for it docs 
not refeal any object as sight or hearing does. But as 
it sustains tho body and the organs of knowledge and 
action, it is surely an organ of the self 

So far wo haro given the substance of the first nine 
teen tdtraa of tho pdda Tho 20th shtm seems abrupt 
ly to Introduce another subject already soffloicntly 
discussed In tho foregoing parts of tho book, namely 
the oreadoD of name and form, that is tbo world In 
■pace and time. In anstver to a supposed purvapoksha 
asserting that tho speaker in Chh vI 8 2 and If Is tbo 
Indlridual aud not tho universal self tbo Sdtrakdra 
shows that it cannot bo so Tho ‘Jiving self is mon 
tioned only os tho foim which tho Universal assumed 
in entering the three olomonts wbiob ho hod already 
oroated and sabsoquontly made tripartite The 21st 
adtra rofors to the riso of somo of the minor olomonts 
from tho chief oloments mado tripartite Tho prooess 
is described in Chh vt Tho 22Qd affirms that thongh 
all things ore now of a mixed nature fire, water and 
earth retain their distinotlvo names owing to tho pro 
dominance of the original elements in them Thus 
what we now call fire oonioins ono-half of the original 
firo and ono'foorth of each of the other two elements 



CHAPTER III 
Pada 1 

This pS.da tieats oE the deatiay o£ those who follow 
the the ceremonial portion, of the Vedas, 

that IS, who practise the threefold religion of ista, 
puita and datta, sacrifices, digging tanks and such 
other philanthropic work, and giving alms and presents 
to deserving persons We fear that to modern readers, 
to those who have been taught to think in all matters, 
including religion, according to the estabhshed methods 
■of science, namely observation, experiment, deduction 
and induction, much of what is said in this section will 
seem extremely ciude and even meaningless, even 
though they may be believers in the immorcahty and 
tiansmigration of the soul Our summary of the section 
will therefore be very brief, indicatmg only the bioad 
lines of our author’s thought and leaving the details to 
be gatheied from the text and our annotations and 
translation by those who feel interested in them 

The first adhikarana, occupying sutras 1-7, affirms 
that the mdividual self, when it passes out of the body 
a,t death, goes enveloped by subtle parts of the elements, 
i e, m an etherial body composed of these paits The 
authority referred to is the “Panchagni-vidya,” medi- 
tation on the five fires, in the Clihdndogya Upanishad, 
V 3-10, which is set forth in the course of a conversa- 
tion between the Bjdhmana sage Uddalaka Arum and 
the royal sage Pravahana Jaivali It is one of those 



utoric!! already referred lo In tli!^ In rhich a 

Rrilimana uIcr instmctlon on rclif^ionk inbjecia from 
a Kthalrlya. Tlic pcetjHarlty of ihU partlcdlar «tory i*» 
that Jalrali tclli \rant that tlio latter ia tho fin^t 
nrAhmana to leam the whicli wan ap to that 

time confineil to the Kahturlya^ Thli bccmv on extrenu 
Bisortion !f it meann that tho r hole sabjcct of the loul h 
immortality and trannmi^mtion waa anknovrn to the 
IlrihmaDa^ till the time Artinl Iramt it from Jairali 
Ual it may mean only that tho pricitly clam ni e whole 
owin^ to their abiorpUon In cerrmonini rclif^ion, did 
not attend to mattcra pertoinin;; to the folnro life and 
had only ra^oe notiona abont iL It may also mean 
that tbe form in v.blcti Jairali exponnded tho PanchA 
pii ridyii v.aa hitherto tinLno\ni to Bmhmanaa Mou 
orer, the same atory ft (old nriUi some rarfatioa« In 
Urthaddranyd.a ri 2 The fini chapter of tho Aam/jf 
fail tells tho lame ttory with important oartallmentn 
and elaborations and the name of tho kinf* eliangcd into 
ebitnu 

In tlie uccond adbikarana, lutros 8 U and tho third 
12 21, it la staled that the foDowora of the konnakfinda 
go to tbo lonar regions through a path called tbo pitn 
yina,thouoy of ancestors, which consista of or arc 
symbolised b> smoke niistflc^ and liariog experienced 
tbo resnlis of tbeir actions tbere, rctarn niUi a rciidoc 
of karmic effects to tlio earth in an order wliioh is the 
rererse of nhat they /oHowed in going After rctani 
they arc re-bom In forms rarying according to their 
merits. Tboso who do not folios, the karmak&nda, bat 
Urc llrcB of nnrestmined sin, go to tbo abode of Yama 
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and having suffered punishment there, return to the 
earth and are re-born 

In the 22nd and 23rd aphorisms, it is stated on 
sdstric authority that the self, both in its ascent to and 
descent from the moon, takes the form of, that is 
becomes similar to, certain ob 3 ects such as ether, smoke, 
rice and barley Kelease from the latter kind of ob 3 ects 
dunng the descent is delayed 

In the last adhikarana, stitras 24-27, it is further 
explained that entering into or taking the foim of rice, 
bailey &c, means only coming into contact with these 
ob 3 ects In such contact the selves enter human bodies 
It is only when they enter a womb that they aie re-born 

In reading the siitras and our annotations on 
them it will be found that in more than one mstance 
statements made on the passage of the individual self 
to and from the lunar regions are intei preted metapho- 
rically Did it not occur to our author, we have often 
asked ourselves, that the whole description, as given in 
the Upanishads, may be metaphorical ? Perhaps th& 
Stitrakara, as he lived in an age when the freedom and 
originality of the Vedic nshis had given place to an 
uncntical acceptance of then utterances, did not think 
so But the careful reading of Chitia’s description, 
referred to above, of the Devaydnapatha and the 
Brahmaloka to which it leads, leaves us in no doubt 
that to him at least and those who thought with him^ 
the two paths, Pitnyana and Devaydna, and the lunar 
and solar regions to which they lead, are only 
two methods of religious culture and two spiritual 
conditions which result from them These two methods 
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and conditioDs arc not indeed confinod to oar lifo here 
bat also extend to hcrcaflcr bat they do not Indicate 
two ipatial panagot and tno regions In space The 
Pitriyfina is really tho blind following of rites and 
customs promnlgatcd by onr ancestors and the Dora 
j&na tbo method of iddhan^ discorored by tho direct 
orpcrionco of deroi, oolightoned souls --an cxporicnoo 
to bo repeated in orcry iiidhnla Tho nocritical blind 
ness charaotorising tho former path is compared to 
Rmokc, mist, tho dark fortnight and oron tho goal 
it leads to is nothing better than tho borrowed and dim 
light of the mooa Such a method of Hd/mna cannot 
lead to any stable apintaal gain Tbo nnstabllity 
attached to it is typified by repeated transmigrations to 
high or low forms of lifo Tho Dorayina Is symbolised 
by fire, tho solar rayt, tbo bright fortnight and it 
leads to tho solar regions, tbo very sonreo of light Tho 
goal achioTod is lasting, from which there is no descent 
HowoTor wo shall rctom to tho subject when wo hare 
occasion to speak in detail of Brabmaloka, tho dirino 
regions, and tho way which leads to it 



Pada 2 

In his deahng 'wifch the Buddhist Idealists we have 
found the Shtrakdra to be a Dualist, believing in things 
external to the mind as the cause of its sensations 
Here, in this pdda, which discusses the lelations of the 
individual and the universal self, we find him still 
holding to the same Dualism and establishing on its 
basis the doctrine of a lonely Self whose self-conscious- 
ness, in asmuch as he is untouched by the mateiial 
world, is not broken by the idea of anything dis- 
tmgmshable from him In the latter part of the section 
oui author indeed tries to get rid of his Dualism by 
appealmg to well-known Upanishadic texts proclaiming 
the sole reahty of Brahman , but he gives us no rational 
grounds on which the material world can be rejected, — 
a world which, according to him, supphes us with both 
our sensations and the ‘adjunct’ consisting of manas^ 
buddhi and ahanhdia, the medium of our contact 
with matter and the ultimate cause of our bondage 
The proof of our author’s doctrine of an absolutely 
niigima Brahman is furnished by a philosophical dis- 
cussion of the three states of the self, jdg7at^ svapna 
and sitshupti^ waking, dreammg and dreamless sleep 
Such a discussion is to be found m several parts of the 
Upamshads, chiefly in Chh viii 7-12, 5n iv 3-4. 
Pi as IV and Mund 1-7 But there is a fourth, a 
^chatuiilia' or tur{ya state, variously described in the 
first and last passages referred to, which our author 
Ignores A thorough discussion of that would have. 
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Of wo Bhall SCO by and by either deepened his nxrqiina 
rdda and raodo It more conslalcnt, or led him to reject 
it aUoRClbcr nt any rate In tho oxcIqiIto form in which 
bo holds \t Howorcr, to enter Into the diioassion 
which lends to sneb important Ibiuci, what does onr 
waking life teach ai as to tho relation of tho Indlridaal 
self to any not self that may exist and to the Unircmal 
Self? Onr antbor as wo bate already seen, lakes tho 
common scnio riew of whlob tho Slinkhya riew is a 
philosophical form, that oar waking perceptions nro 
cansed by tbo contact of our t/pddAts adjuncts with 
objects external to tho self As tho reader has niroadv’ 
seen, our Htpadhtt alio according to onr anthor are 
compoicd of uaconioiouB elements Wo hare briefly 
shown in our summary of tho Tarkap^da, tho uorcason 
ablcncss of this rlow and referred to onr Brahmojiju6tiS 
for a detailed dlscQssion of tho subject Tbo error of 
this wsy of thioldug lies in taking abstrootions for 
concrete realities. Sensations, perceptions, tifiiSnai 
eron minds or selves without objects of which they aro 
aware, aro abstractions and not oonoreto realities. The 
mind or sclfns supposed to bo Uko & lump of clay or 
wax susceptiblo of faking improsiloni from a stamp 
and actually taking such impressions when tho stamp is 
pressed against It Sonsations and ideas aro thongbt of 
as such impressions made on tho mind or self by things 
ertomal to it But tho self, and knowledge which 
forms its very osaenoc, bare nothing even remotely 
similar to wax, clay or the improislona made on them 
In knowledge, of whatever kind or degree, tho knowor 
and tho known aro undivided and indivislblo They 



GIIAPTEn III 


( ) 


may bo distinguished, but the distinction is not a 
diffcicnco without unity, blit a difference in unity or a 
umt^ indifference ICno\% ledge or the self is the real 
infinite bc3ond which nothing is seen, heard or thought 
oi^—'Yatui nanitat jnMaii.nnwint stinnft nanycit i ija- 
nati' {Chh 111 24 1 .) — In uliich nothing but itself is seen, 
hcaid 01 thought of. In it the self hnov s itself and 
nothing but itself In it there is no o' ternal difference 
between the self and any not-self But there arc in it 
undeniable internal differences some of uhich ina\ be 
briefly pointed out There is for iiistanee the difference 
of liGic and thcic (space now and Own (time', and good 
and cmI (nioralit}') In Icnov.ing something here I dis- 
tinguish it from what is //icic, but nc\ crtliclcss I knov 
that what is there, though not before niy senses, yet 
exists In knowing this I Icnow that 1113’ tfclf. v Inch 
makes this distinction of here and there, orcrlaps or 
transcends the limitation implied in it So in knowing 
the book before me noii\ I distu guish the now from 
the Oicn when the object was not and shall not be 
before ray senses Nevertheless I Icnow that it existed 
and will exist beyond my senses, and in laiowing this 
I recognise that my self, though there aie for it these 
distinctions of present, past and future, transcends the 
limitations of time In the same manner, though I 
sometimes choose the evil, my higher self soon reveals 
the good to me, makes me feel penitent for my sin and 
thus makes itself known as the Pei feet All knowledge, 
therefore, — perceptual and conceptual, theoretic and 
practical, tunas out to be the self-revelation of the 
Infinite to the fimte, of the Perfect to the imperfect 
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Tho tmo oaaae or ozplanatloD of oar waking llfo la not 
tlio contact of tho self with a not self, — a bondage to bo 
got rid of,— bat a nocotsary and Inallonablo relation of 
God and man. 

Before taking up tho discussion of srapna and 
sushuplt it ebonid bo seen that in wliat wo call our 
waking life wo are not falJy awake Most part of tho 
knowledge wo have acquired remains in the bockgronnd 
of oar oonscioasnesa and what comes to tho light of 
contoioQsnoas is in a constant flax As croatnros wo 
are snbjeot to obllTion and ore constantly forgetting 
things Bat the Oreator who forgets nothing is in os 
as oar trao Self, aud It ii this wbtob explains oar pass 
ing from oblivion to remembranca Tho Lord says in 
the OflA — 

Sanxuj/a ehaham hrtdi »anntvt$fito 

llaitah $mniiTjnAnam apohananeha. 

That ISf * I abido in the hearts of oil Memory and 
knowledge, as well as tholr dlsappearonoo, ore from 
mo’ (xT 16) Oar poseogo from oblivion to rocolloc 
tloD, if truly ondorstood, will oonrinco oven an ordi 
nary anphiloiophical thiukor that wo, Individool eelves, 
are not independent roalltlo^ bat are dependent for onr 
■conaciouf llfo on an erer-knowing never forgetting 
Being who, tboagh bo different from us, exists in os as 
oar tmost Self People think that things forgotten by 
us ’somehow oontinae to exist in ui, forgotfol beings 
and start np into oonsdoasness again, perhaps through 
the instrumentality of tho brain cells They do not see 
“that moh an Idea involves a self-oontradiotloo, — know 
lodge remaining unknown and becoming known again 
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Knowledge, in all its forms, — perception, conception, 
memory, imagination etc — can exist only as knowledge, 
as the property of a knowing bemg. It cannot become 
unknown and come back as knowledge So, when we, 
as individuals, lose oui knowledge, it still exists in the 
Universal, our tiue Self, and comes back to us through 
his activity The biam-cells, as parts of the Supreme 
Reality, have indeed something to do with the revival, 
even with the acquisition, of knowledge , but conceived 
as unconscious objects, they explain neither the one nor 
the other. Knowledge can exist, come from, and go back 
to only a knowing being The individual, in asmuch as 
it acquires, loses and gets back knowledge, is not suffi- 
cient for itself, cannot explain itself it has its tine 
cause, explanation and permanent abode in a Bemg m 
whom knowledge is original, eternal and perfect Oui 
waking life then, seen in its fullness, in relation to its 
Cause and Support, already, without any consideration 
of our dreams and dreamless sleep, bears testimony to 
an ever-waking, all-knowing Being who never forgets 
anything, who therefore never dreams oi sleeps Dieam- 
ing and sleepmg are only forms of oblivion, and cannot 
be ascribed to the self in its fullness. And as is clear 
from what we have said above of the nature of ow 
waking, which is never full and perfect, even waking in 
this sense cannot be ascribed to him He is above the 
three states of '}dg')at^ svapna and susliupti To him 
knowledge is not a process, as it is to us, but an un- 
changing eternal possession His is the fourth or tuiiya 
state Prajfipati m Chli vni 12 truly interprets it, 
while Mandukya, at any rate his interpreters, Sankara 
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and QonrapAda^ mlsandcrtUnd and niislntorprct It 
Tho SGtrotAm, as wo hare already Baid^ Ignores It 
altogothcr, bnt LIb trend of Ihonpht, as no ahall see 
rcscrablos \bndCkya a more than Praj&patra 

SutmB 1*0 of tho p/Sda under diicuBsion treat of 
rrrpna Wo need not touch upon all that tho Sdtrakira 
Boya abont this itoto. Mach of what ho Bays has 
nothing to do with philotophy The point to bo oped 
ally noted is the contrast he draws between tlio waldng 
and tho dreaming state As tho latter docs not re 
preaent reality — reality as it appears in the waking 
state In all its aspects it Is according to Iiira a state 
ofiliniioD ilo misses tho real point of \t^jnaralLyaa 
contrast of tho two states tboogh lio quotes it,— “Thcro 
aro no chariots in tiiat state (drcamlngl no horses no 
roads ITo himself creates chariots, horses roads” 
(Bn Ir S. fl and 10) l&jnaralkya snggests, tbongh lie 
docs not hero say so cxplldt!) that as the self can 
create in dreams things which seem to be external to It 
bat aro actually not so things porcclrcd in tho wal log 
stato are also its own creation Elsewhere forinstonco 
in Bn ir 3 23-32, lie says so explicitly What tho 
Sutrabira ompliosiscs Is tbattbo self in napna is still 
in bondage, for it still secs o plarality of things wbilo 
reality is absolatoly one However coming to mshupti 
in sdtras 7 and 8 ho says on tho anthorily of many 
a text of the Upanishads, that In this atato tho indivldnai 
roaches Its trno Self —becomes ono with it and has no 
fooling of dlfforonco In sdtra 0 ho shows tho Identity 
of tho slooping and tho ro-nwakonod indlvidnal This 
identity depends npon tho union of past with prciont 
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experience As we have shown in our prefatory 
remarks, this implies that the individuaPs experience, 
with all the differences of which it is composed, re- 
mains m tact m the Universal during the former’s 
sushuph and that the Universal is not the abstract unity 
without difference which the Sdtrakaia would make it 
The fourth adhikarana, sdtra 10, deals with the state of 
swoon and need not detain us In the fifth adhikaiana, 
siitia 11-21, scriptural texts are quoted to show that 
God’s immanence, his unity with objects in time and 
space, which makes him saguna^ qualified, is only 
apparent, and that his transcendence, his nuguna or 
unqualified natuie, is alone real Scripture mdeed often 
describes him as saguna, but that is because he appears 
one with the objects in which he is present, as the 
rays of the sun or the moon seem straight or curved in 
conjunction with such an object, or as the lef lection 
of the sun seems multiform in water though the sun 
itself IS one An objector showmg the inappropnate- 
ness of the analogy is answered by the statement that 
the cases compared have some points of similarity Our 
author also shows that the immanental attributes of 
God mentioned m the scriptures are often negatived 
by them and a decided prominence is given to his 
transcendental attributes That immanence and trans- 
cendence, the saguna and nirguna natures, are only two 
aspects of the same truth, and so equally real, the one 
being meaningless without the other, our author does 
not see However, the next adhikarana, siitras 22-31, 
contains the same subject with some vaiiations The 
■chief pomt m it is that though God as transcendent is 
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tinnufiircBtcd that i* not an object of igii«c« ho in 
rcaHiod in worship br tbo ponflcd son) In tho next 
ndhlkarana siitras 824JS orpnracnls arped In faroar of 
tho cxistcnco of other roalltlcs (ban Dnihman on the 
authority of some scriptami analopict oro nnsuored fn 
away olrcady Indicated ebore ond tho solo rcalltr of 
God affirmed on the oatboriir of the sostmt Tho last 
adblkamno, idtras 80-43 discntsscs tho samo sabjeot, — 
God as tbo tmo soarco of tho rcanlts of Inrmti,— nhich 
wo bare teen olrcady ditcatsed in Bdtmt 41 and 42 of 
tho third pfida of ibo second chapter 
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This section, which deals with Vpdsana^ worship oi 
meditation, and might be expected to be helpful to 
devotional exeicises, is on the contrary highly technical 
and textual It mdeed speaks of the scriptural passages, 
variously named uidyas, itpdscMZflS 2 Lndi pi atyayas^ which 
set forth the attiibutes of God and thereby help the 
aspirant to meditate upon and worship him But 
instead of affording any aids to devotion our author 
occupies himself mostly with such questions as (1) 
whether the vidyds, because of then vanations m 
minor matters, should be recogmsed as different or in 
regard to their common object, helping the mind’s con- 
centration in God, should all be accepted as funda- 
mentally one, (2) whether some of them do not belong 
to ceiemomal rehgion though apparently updsands^ 
(3) whether attributes found to be enumerated in some 
vidyas^ but absent m others, should or should not 
be taken over and joined to the latter in the actual 
practice of meditation, and so on Readers inter- 
ested in the details of this discussion are referred 
to out annotations and translation The monotony of 
this scholastic dissertation, extending over sixty-six 
aphorisms divided into forty topics, is bioken only once 
or twice In sdtra 63 a digression, an admitted one, is 
made The Chirv^ka objection to the separate existence 
and immortahty of the self is mentioned and in the 
next shtra it is answered The self with its properties 
of perception &c , appears only so long as the body 



Ulti <l{i»pprinhc on (hr du«otqliofi of |!jo Tii«*r 

art* llicrrforp concludi* on^* anil Ihrrr 

ii no fuiarr life -^tiv lifo In rlew of wlilch yonr elabo 
rale n!e< and m^JiUUona ore pre^crilM'd Tbe Sutratfra 
•ntirer* —If tbr *fU wen* one »rli!i ilm brvlj* l! " 
pn'jp rtVtoflbe^ If prereptlo*! K « ooM be manifr^ 
lei H tbc dea I boilp bul tlirj are not nianifr'l Iberrn; 
thui hbonnr Ibr dltiin linn Toa Ipnnr** ^no oinil 
ileexj mice of pcrrpplmn trlijrh nr» ffsarl a** t!e 

irry c icnce tf ibr arlf On lbj« <crT 

fcboulJ admit llir difference of rrlf *t J In Jr for j r 
ceplJon taean» you honld admit, prfcepthn cf maiter 
and Ihlntr* malenil, implylnj. a dlfferenee of rraJitic 
of aabjeci and obje U Oljrcl** of percepiion cbsnt^P 
bal Ibe pern} lent fell permU nn ! reroalnn identical 
doriD}, the cli«nc<* Tl aX froie Ibal It cannot dir 
eten on the difkolation of tlir body The other breal 
rat! er fliplit, i* »een (n tdtr* ' rherrin oar natbor 
}:net the aijilrani the option of cbon^inp any one or 
more of ibr many icnplaral mrdltiljon*> a^ fielpt lo bi 
dtrotlon* Tbe cotaiaon object of tlicm all I hr rare 
to enable tia to bare a dire i rl^ion of llir I^rd T > 
rcallictbis object It U not nccca arr to n e oil ibe 
meditaUon** If only one cho>en out of ibem and 
htcadily follo^ved in oar derotlona pivet u« auccc'H a 
Hccood It not necciaary ThU Indeed doe* not exclude 
the possibility that tho otlicra if deroatlr iludied, may 
hare a cumutatiro effect on tlic mind Ilonorer it may 
help Iho reader if we rocoUon bclor* all tbo scrip 
faral references piren by Iho fiutrakam, bo far as wc 
coaid verify them Wo exclude only his references to 
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those meditations which he rejects as merely cere- 
monial 

Pr^na-vidyd, — Bi t vi 1 1 Chh v 1 1 Kaii ii 9 
Pancbdgm-vidyd,— Bi i vi 2 Chh v 10 
Vaisv^nara-vidy^, — Chh v 11-18 
S^ndilya-vidya, — Chh iii 14 
Udgitha-vidyd, — Bii i 3 7 Chh i 2 7 
Parovanya-udgitha-vidy^, — C7i/i i 9 1, 2 , i 6 6-8 
Kafh 1 9 10, 11 , 1 3 12 Ait i 1 2 Chh v 2 2 
Bii 1 14 Satapath Bi xc 6 3 2 B7^ vi 6 1 
Mund 111 1 1 Svet iv 6 Kath i 3 1. B?i m 4 1 , 
111 6 1 Bvef VI 11, 

A{f n 2 4 6 Bft v 4 1 v 6 2 Chh viii 1 1 , 
viii 7 1 Bn IV 4 2 ’ 
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Tbl« jcction, t\bich Ircftlj ol the rrlitlon of know 
Icdpo flnd work, hai fiflj two lutra* dlrided Into 
clphlcen adblkanna^ Tbc dlrltlon (* Immaterial and 
not qallo lofjiciL The whole pida iiioj* bo Uilcon a** fl 
finplo dlfficrUllon on the main inhiect mcnlJoncd 'nth 
inddentai dffrroT^Iona to ceremonial tnollor ►uch 01 the 
pennlulblllt;' of takidp forbidden food In critical enn 
ditioni of lifo and wliclher n natththtLi troAmarAiirf 
one who hia taken the row of perpetnal criebacy can 
ever bo pariflcd br /rrtiytirrAif/ff on expiatory rile Tlie 
chief conlroTcr»T l« Ihot between the ^itmurArAove 
the odrocalc of the conaunt union oflnouiedpc 
and action in tbo same life and the S<3nnt/6niu the ad 
Tocatc of mere koowledpo without anr obllpalion tj 
work. The firil poiiUon it token by JaJmin) ai ho in 
roprciCDtcd In the Pt nu rnfm-imii tho lecond by 
Bfidflrfytuia, as referred to by tbo Suimkilro. Tho pill 
of tho controTcrty is piren fo Ibo first two Ddhiloranas 
sdtras 1 20, though somo of the soccccdiap aphoriitni 
also touch upon iL Wo will not enter into tho details 
of the eontroTcrty hut leoTo tbo reader to gather them 
from tbo text and our annotalioni and translation. 
Both tho parllci appeal oxclaslvcly to scriptaral aulho 
rit} Nono of (hem descend to reasoning,— -to any 
analysis of eiperienco which may show either tho In 
dissoluble tmlon of knowledge and action or their Indo- 
pendonco of each other Oar jadgxncnt Is that as ox 
ponenta of tho aeriptnros both of Ihem aro right, bo 
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cause the nshis, the composers of the Vedas, are not of 
the same opmion on the matter Some of them aie 
advocates of samuchchaya and some of sannydsa But 
none of them are extremists like some of the later 
Vedantists, according to whom mohsha^ hberation, is 
impossible without sannydsa Neither is the Sutrak^ia 
an extremist He only contends that sannydsa is an 
ds? ainfl, a condition of life, as much recognised in the 
scriptures as gdrhasthya^ the life of the householder 
He knows, and any close student of the Upanishads 
may see, that almost all the most emment of the sages 
mentioned m them were life-long house-holders, and 
several of them kings However, the Siitrakara s 
predilection for sannydsa is not without significance 
We have already seen that his idea of Brahman as 
really cianscendent and only apparently immanent 
makes his God practically an mactive Being MoJcska 
hemg Bi ahmablidva^ partaking of the nature of God, 
it must be a state of pure knowledge without activity 
There are Upamshadic rishis who hold tins view, and 
there are also those who are opposed to it We shall 
see this more clearly in our summary of the next 
-chap tei of the Bui? os Our view of the nature of the 
Absolute has already been briefly set forth and will be 
more completely expounded as we proceed In ultimate 
analysis knowledge and action are found to be msepa- 
lable The Absolute is not only an all-knowing but 
also an ever-active Being imparting his perfection more 
and more to imperfect beings dependent on him His 
perfection consists not m mere knowledge, but m the 
fullness of knowledge, love and activity For man to 
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partake of bit nataro is not to poia o iLolic condition 
of ^irJorn bnt (o rharc in hit incc&»ant 0Ct{Ti(j in per 
feeling bia crc'^lion Ood am God i« indeed perfect 
there is nothing uhlcb he doom not pomciiS, wbic)! he 
has to gain — /firjariip/ im <jrl;)far 3 /nm n^^crllleIc^^. 
he Fays Idr/n no (hn Xormfiiii — yet I dm worllnf, 
{GHaU] 22f Eren for him there ii ati obl}(,otion to 
work U c tbai) Had 0 confirmation of thcFo ttcaa in 
Fomo of tile eminent riiiiii of t)io Upaniiiiadt 
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Pada 1 

This pdda tieafcs of the attainment of liberation even 
while still living in the body, through the worship of 
God The form of ’iadhana chiefly recommended is the 
one which YAjnavalkya teaches his wife Maitrcyi in the 
‘Maitreyi Brahmana'’ of the Biihaddi amjala Upanishad 
It consists of tZaisn? 2 Cf, siaranfl, inniwnn and nididhyd- 
^ana Of these daisana, seeing or realising God, Silnk^ira 
explains, is the cud, and the other three arc the means 
to tlie attainment of the end Siavana, hearing, is 
taking instruction from competent teachers and good 
books on the nature of God Manana^ thinking, is 
trying to grasp the meaning and be convinced of the 
truth of such instruction by reasoning, Hailudah' 
Nididhydsana is deep and prolonged meditation ending 
in daisana This sddhana^ our author says, is to be 
practised again and again, for it is only by such con- 
stant practice that it comes to fruition But what is the 
nature of the daisana which is the end of the process ? 
In seeing God do we see anything else but what we 
call oui own self ? Oui author answers this question 
in the negative God-vision, according to him, is 
leally self-vision In seeing God we see our own true 
Self as devoid of all hmiting adjuncts This is said 
in numerous Upanishadic texts But has not our author, 
m several previous occasions, told us that in the act 
of worship the subject and object of worship are 
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dUllnf^nlibod at tbo flnlto and tbo Inflnito ? ]Io bos, bat 
hero ho does not tpook of tho dlatinoUoOt thongh it la 
nndoniabla At wo bare sbonTi fn onr comments on 
p£da2 chapter 111, In nU ttota of knowledge direct or 
indirect, gi 088 or tnbile, this dlatinodon is a nceostary 
condition. In seeing Ood tbo aspirant lodocd soca tho 
Infinite at bit trao Self bat ho cannot do to withont 
roailslng bis own finitado Ho toes tho Infinlto In tbo 
finite, that is os tbo sopportor of tbo finite, and tbo 
fmito in tho loflnitc that It as dopondont on tbo 
Infinite. To deny thlt relation. In wbloli both nnJtjr 
and differOQCO arc implied, la to mako Ood rUion 
meanlnglest. Self knowledge ns dirino, — God a know 
Jedgo of himself and of man <~is otomal and doos not 
imply any procoss Bat niaQa knowlodgo of himself 
and of God p&sios (hroogii a loog proeois of $ddhana 
in coming to froltlon, and oren when it comes to 
fmition, it is dlatingaiahohlo from tbo dlHno 
knowledge A world of misohiof bos boon canted 
and is ttlii being oaniod by igoorontly denying or 
wilfally Ignoring this dittInctioD,—» distinction which 
most bo omphatltcd in tho interest of both philosophy 
and practical rollglom HowoTor wo aholl rotnm to 
'• tho sabjeet in dealing with tbo aobjoet of AloJtiha, 
t liberation From ahangraJux updsand^ tho worship of 
:3 Ood as oar Self which wo have Joii briefly dfsenssod, 
0 oar author Qomca to jtratiia trpotanef, tho worship of 
^ God with the help of anoh ^rmbols os tho sun, lightning, 
tho sonaorlnm &o Snob worship is prosoribed in 
t. many a pattago of tho Opanisbadt In tho ago 
J when they were compoiod Images of gods and godossca, 
■Ji n 


CHAPTER IV 


( XCVUl ) 


now so largely used in popular worship, seem not to 
have come into vogue In his 4bh sutra our author 
forbids the worship of symbols as the Self, for the 
worshipper does not really think of symbols as one 
with the Self, knowing them to be finite objects while 
the Self IS infinite Where the finite is sharply dis- 
tmgmshed, that is conceived as separate, from the In- 
fimte, so-called symbolic worship, either in the ancient 
Vedic or modern popular form, cannot be called divine 
worship But what if and when the fmite has been seen 
in its true relation to the Infinite ? The Sutrak^ra 
draws a fine distinction even m such a case, a distinc- 
tion which he does not make quite clear According 
to him the symbols are to be meditated upon as God, 
but God IS not to be meditated upon as the symbols 
Perhaps he means, as he suggests in Ins 6th ■siitra, that 
m the forraei case the finite is taken up into a leality 
higher than it, whereas in the latter the infinitude of 
the Infinite is practically forgotten Tins forgetting 
comes out most clearly when worship takes the form of 
offering food, dnnk and other creature comforts to the 
object of worship 

Wo pass over, with only a bare mention, the 
aphorisms in which our author says that worship should 
be gone through m a sitting posture, that it is iiiespcc- 
tivc of any particular time, place or direction, and that 
the practice should continue till the time of death We 
come to the far more important question, discussed in 
sdtras 13-15, whether iirtuc and vice, good and evil, do 
or do not stick to man when he has been blessed with 
the Imowlcdgc of God The Sutrakdra’s view is tlmt 
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tho truly tWsomnn is freed from both virtue and vice 
and their fruila except in tho ease of prAmbdha larma^ 
f c. octioDi whoso fralts, for instance tho body, tho 
fruit of pre natal iomo, have commenced and cannot 
ceaso except by bho$a experiODCo. IIo supports hfs 
Tiow by quotations from tho scriptures but docs not 
reason it out But we can (;Qcsa bis reason from bis 
metaphysical tjotvs From tbo standpoint of ongnall 
fled Monism, tho doctrine of a solitary Abxolatc un 
related to finite bcin^ tbo distinction of rirtno and 
vice, good and oriL, IS indeed gronndloss. It is duo to 
ondyd ncsdcncc, which Is an illosory and vanishing 
entity, a mere appearanco without reality Ethical 
relations Imply persons distinct from thongh relat 
cd to ono another Wo bavo seen that even tho rola 
tion of subject and object in knowledge Imply diatinc* 
t3on of persons Now, judged by this standard, our 
anthor’s wisoman who is j/cen mi/ifo liberated though 
still lu tho body, and waits for comploto release at its 
dirsolntlOD, is not really ^nlso in asmuch ns ho still 
believes in tho theoretic distinction of body and soul, 
whereas there Is no such distlnoUon, Qod being all in 
all, and in tho ethical dlstinotion of bondage and libo* 
ration, tho former of which is an evil tho supremo 
evil, and tho latter tbo supremo good, not to speak of 
tho numberless evils and goods ho has wrestled with 
before rcaohlng tbo condition ho has gained Tbo 
doctrine of an nbitract nndlfforonood Unity f’Jinnofc bo 
bald without being guiJty at every stop of such Inoon 
sistonoies A life of true wisdom, purity and spiritnn 
llty also cannot bo lived with tho Idea, haunting one at 
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eveiy step of life, that distinctions arc all apparent, 
none real. 

However, in the concluding aphorisms of the pfida, 
16-19, our author again takes up the subject, already 
discussed m III 4, of the relation of chiefly 

ritual, to pidna We need not recur to it Whether 
the daily agmhotia^ the performance of which by the 
Vidmn IS here insisted upon as purificatory, — though its 
end, the propitiation of the gods, has ceased for him 
and even the objects of these ntes as distmct persona- 
lities have disappeared from his mental vision, — still 
continues to purify the heart and help the fruition of 
wisdom, the reader will judge for himself 
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Tbii BoctiOD ipoaks of tho poaibg of tho ombodJod 
self at death, oat of tho body and of ita startio^ on tho 
DerayAjia Patha already montionod in HI 1 Tho very 
mootiiig of tho snbjoct Tolfloa tbo qnostfon, Is tho solf 
whothor it bo gross or aabtlo an oxtendod object, 
something enclosed In tho body liko a bird in a oago 
that it ehoald pass oat of it and travel from ono region 
to another? Is not saoh a oonooption opposed to tho 
Vodantio idea of tho self, at any rato the tmly philo^ 
fiophloal Idea of it as somothing which is tho very 
prosappoaiUon of time, spaoo, motion and indlridnoUty, 
and tboroforo transcending tho llmitatlonj implied in 
thoso ? The self indood haa, as wo haro seen in 111 2 
a finite moment or ospoot^btit tho finito and tho Infinite 
aro not dindble or Boparablo they arc oo-oxistoDt and 
inieparablo. What thon oan bo the moaning of tho 
jfna or Hnite solf passing oat of the body and following 
arontoto meet tho Infinite? To answer thoso qnos 
tloni we most havo a clear idea of tho Vodantio thoory 
specially tho Shtrokfira'i theory of tho Individnal self, 
ita relation to the body and tbo natoro of tho body It 
asstimos at birth and gires np, either at once or gradn 
ally, after death. As we havo already soon In m. i, onr 
author though avowedly a Monlst, Is only dogmatically 
so, belierlng on the anthorify of the scriptures that 
the Supreme Self la all In-all, but unable, by any process 
of reasoning, to reconcile the common sense Baalism 
of matter and spirit with his dogmatic Non daalism 
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This becomes more clear than elsewhere m these 
concluding sections of his book His inteiprctation of 
the Upanishadic narration of ci cation, for instance that 
given in Chli vi , is that the things originally created, 
op and and. then \anous combinations in 

the shape of things earthly and heavenly, — do not re- 
present the Cieator’s leal natuie, and that the indivi- 
dual self which aiose from God’s entrance into these 
things also misrepresents his true chaiactei The fact 
IS, according to this tlieoiy, that creation, — the matcnal 
woild and the individuated self, is not leal Our 
bondage consists in thinking it to be real and our libe- 
lation m knowing it to be unreal As we have already 
seen in the last section, liberation, for the truly wise- 
man, IS delayed only so long as his body, the result of 
actions done undei the influence of cmdyd, is not 
dissolved This point is taken up again, in some detail, 
in the present section The body is threefold, gross, 
subtle and causal All these thiee kinds of body must 
perish before liberation can be secured The gross 
{stlinla) body need not be defined, being known to all 
The subtle (linga or suJeshma) body consists of sixteen 
elements, the five vital airs, the five organs of know- 
ledge conceived as powers, the five organs of action 
similarly conceived, and manas, huddhi and alianhdm 
regarded as a single principle The causal (k^rana) body 
IS the avidy^ which has caused our embodiment and all 
its consequences All these three bodies peiish in the 
case of the fully awakened man, so that he is released as 
soon as he dies He obtains what is called '‘sadyo muTcti\ 
immediate liberation In this condition he becomes m- 
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djtl Iblo from GoJ The SfitrmLfSrA callt thl< condiHon 
rtr'iTtMfii finih »ulro) Hat from the (rxts apcablnf: of 
It it ►ccmi lo be Indi'JtnpoUhftbliJly \\hcn the power* 
of Lnoninn ntjd aclinf^*— prinaple* wblrlj dUtinpal^h 
Unite fclrrt from one another ond from the Infinite — 
perl h hotr can one distinction remain ’ >nrl In the 
nb ence of any distinction hor* ran It be naid that the 
indirlJual cxikls In a Ilhcraled eonJilIon ’ Would It 
not he more appropritie to my that with the desirnclion 
of 111 dlilInpuUhInp ehnractcrlsllcs it Is it«clfdc trovcd? 
Ifowcrcr, from tniilfi wo now coroe to irum'T 

mnlfi bberatlon hr aacce* Ite jn^des Thi« Lind of 
liliertlon Is obtained br those who ihooRh ihcjr Imre 
acquired aorae Lmowlcdpc of Ood hare not Iwn able to 
folic bom tlidr netcletico (•i3ln 7 > The first pradc 
of their proprein Ii (he r»rr/#no of ibc fonctlont of their 
orp;ans of LmovIeJpe nnd action in the icnioHam of tho 
scnsorlam In the silal principle of the rltil prlndplo 
in the indiriduai rdf and tho indiviJDal leU in t jot and 
other original clement* conititatlnc its indiridoahty 
and thcic clcmcola iheraicirc* In the IllpliestSelf This 
nier^eneo Ii not (ho final absorption which can laLo 
place only In tho state ofllbcntlon As Tseharo shown 
in 1(1 Z, the idea of (his moj^cnco Is talcn from tho 
stale of dreamlcrs sleep Ilowercr in this raer;^ 
state, bat with a roomentary llRhllnp of tho heart which 
•hows its way out tho indirldnal self helped by the 
Unircrial Sdf abiding In its heart comes oat of tlio 
body through tho lOIst nrtcrj and joins tho solar rays 
which lead to tho dlrmo regions (iijlms 17 and 18) 
These rays are In constant connection with tho artery, 
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a connection, which is not severed either at night or 
during the southern solstice. In works on yoga like 
the Bhagavadgftd it is said that a man dying at night 
or during the ddkslvindyana cannot reach the divine 
regions Our author says that this restriction may 
^PP^y I'O those who follow the Smribi, but it has no 
application to followers of the Sruti 

We hope that the summary we have given wiU make 
the reading of the section easy We have not followed 
the order of the adhikaranas, as it does not seem quite 
logical to us, though we have sometimes referred to 
some of the shtras As to sddyo 'inuJcti, so summarily 
dealt with by our author, we shall return to it in dealing 
with the next two sections His radical mistake lies 
in his idea of the subtle body as composed of material 
elements subject to change and destruction, or pseudo- 
matenal illusory entities vamshing on the dawning of 
true knowledge The powers of knowmg and actmg 
which belong to spirit and are inseparable from it have 
nothing nnconscious or evanescent m them and cannot 
be destroyed with the dissolution of the body or vanish 
with the advent of knowledge And, after all, what are 
our bodies and the elements they are composed of but 
different modes of the divine existence As an mtegral 
part of God, what we call the material world partakes 
of the divine eternality and though ever changmg its 
form, can never pensh. 



Pada 3 

At wc htro alrcadjr tald in IlL ] wbcn eprakin^ 
of tbc ritrifilna Patha and the Inoar K^oni which 
it leads to, (ho two paths and the two floats arc rcaDj 
metaphorical desenptiona of two waj's of Ufa and two 
tpirilnal conditions, hero and herrafter attained 
throagh them Ai wo haro also raid Iho SiStrak£rn 
tees tbo metaphorical character of the deieription onlr 
partif On tho tvholo ho takes both tbo paths as 
spatial routes and tbo goals reached as regions in 
apace Ho does not apeak in detail of tho different 
atagea of tho Vcraj&niK Paths as desenhed in tho 
TJpaalihadt. After apealdag of onij a fow,— light, tho 
year Ughtnlog and Vanina,— ho proceeds to 

speak of what ho conildcrs tbo real natoro of these 
atages For a fall description tbo reader roust consult 
CM. T 10 I 3, Un tI 2 16. and Xau i 3 As to the 
real nature of (heto stages our author taya that they 
■ro not either Undmsrka or places of cn|oymcDt, but 
super human beings ubo conduct tbo sclrcs to their 
•destination As already said, tbo selroi remain on 
•coniclous tbrongbont tho ronto and tho objects and 
regions named os stages aro olio nncoDsciout. JTow 
oonld then tbo solrca more on unless they wero con 
■ducted by the InteUIgont dlrinitlcs presiding orcr tho 
latter ? And tbo first two acriptural poaiagos referred 
to actually mention such a aupor-bamau guido In tho 
regiona of ngbtnlog It may tboroforo be oondudod 
that tboro aro guides at all tho otbor stages also 
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However, we have now proceeded up to the 6th 
aphoiism In 7-14 our author discusses a more impor- 
tant question. It is whether the Brahmaloka reached 
by the way of the gods is the world of the Highei 
Causal Brahman or that of the Lower Effect Brahman 
The distmction must by this time be quite famihai to 
the reader It is the same as that of the unqualified 
and the quahfied Brahman In the language of west- 
ern philosophy it IS that of God conceived as transcen- 
dent and as immanent. To us, with whom tianscen- 
dence and immanence are related and inseparable 
aspects of the same Being, the distinction exists indeed, 
but IS of no practical importance To those, however, 
for whom the distmction is practically a division, 
making Para-Biahman an mfmite and eternal Being, 
and Apara-Brahman, Brahm^ oi Hiranyagaibha, a 
created, finite, though mdefimtely great being, appear- 
mg at the beginning of a cycle and disappearing at its 
end, the question raised is of spiritual impoitance If 
the goal reached is the world of the Lower Brahman, 
that IS union with him, then a higher world or spiritual 
stage has yet to be reached The liberation secured is- 
only relative and not absolute If the Higher Brahman 
has been reached, the hbeiation is absolute and no 
higher stage is possible. 

In dealmg with this question the Siitrak^ra adopts a 
method very different from what he has hitherto been 
following. His usual method is to state a pui vapakslia, 
the objector’s view, and then meet the objection by his 
own view, the siddhdntci-pcikslici In the present case- 
he states B^dari’s view as the vutvapaksha, and meets 
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it by an utlarapahha, the riosv of Jaimlnl witbont 
idcntifyinR himself with tho iattcr It may bo (imt ho 
accepts Jaimini a riew, bat lio does not expressly loll 
ns 10 BtdarTa Tiew {a (bat it is Ibo L<oncr Dmbmon 
who is rcBohcd by tho Doraydna Patha, wlicrcos Jaimini 
tbinka it If tho Highest Brahman who ia thna reached 
fiddari orgnea that aa tho Highest Brahman is all 
perrosiro and tho Inner Self ofailbeinga there is no 
meaning in reaching him by a ronte This it posaiblo 
only In tho caso of tho Lower Brahman a ho is confined 
to apartloalar locality The miiconccption on which 
tbia argament ii based it obrlous Tlie Higher Brahman 
tfaoDgfa all perraslro and the Inner Self of all has yet 
to bo knowm and rcalltcd by a long conne of iadhana 
On the other hand, the Lower Brabmao as tho Coimic 
Self, tho VisTdtman or Vlarardpin^ ia also all pcrroalrc 
lio fccmt confined to a particular locality only in tho 
popnlor imagination which takes him aa an ordinary 
dcra occnpylng a more or lost small body However 
Bddan thinks that when tho time cornea for tho Effect 
Brahman to merge in tbo Canaal, tbo sclrca onited to 
tho former also merge in tbo latter Scriptaral anthority 
ia appealed to for tbit doctrine bot no text is quoted 
in tbo bhdihya to this effect Prasna v 6 howoTor 
aocma to point to It A smriti pasaago clearly stating 
Bidari a riew ia given, bat wo bare not been able 
to tnico ita tonree Howovor, coming to Jaimini, wo 
lind him arguing thus —(1) ‘Brahman primarily moona 
Para Brahman and only secondarily Apara Brahman 
There la no reason why tbo secondary meaning thoold 
bo accepted here, (3) Tho loriptural patttgo (Pros tL 
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Tho iclf ha^ now rcacbcd Ibo Drabniatoka, — Ibc 
world of Brahman, that Is anion with him As no bare 
scoa it Is n^ioclatcd in tho mind of tho Sdtnilc&ra nlth 
a partlcalar rc;^OQ in space All tbo samo he mast 
conmerato the characteristics of tbo liberated self, and 
this ho non proceeds to do We am glad to sco that 
in this talk ho has taken tho lead of just tbo class of 
rishls with whom wo agree most,— Praj^patl, Indra and 
Cbitra Bat as wo shall see In tho coario of bis ci 
position ho comes Into an inoritablo collision with 
those others andor whoso infloooco ho has mostly been 
op to this point and bos said moch that wo bare not 
been able to accept. Howorcr, to begin wltli, bo saya 
on tho anthonty of a passage In tbo C^hando^ya that lo 
tho state In qaeation tbo self, poiicsscd of tbo highest 
light, manifests Itself in its own form that is in Its form 
as a pnro self withoat any oxtrinslo quality derired 
from its real or fancied association with a not^clf 
Tho text occurs in a most Important portion of tho 
Cbhandogya^ In tho coareo of PrajApati • coUoqny with 
Indnu As wo hare shown In our Panehartht, PraJ<patis 
exposition of tbo eUto of liberation seems to be a rofa 
ration of YAJnaralkya e, given Id tbo latter s conrersa 
don with Maltroyi and Jaaoko. At any rato tbo two ox 
positions oro irroconcllably opposed, and tbo Sdtnikini, 
thoagh ho docs not say so seems to feel It Howovor, to 
proceed with onr author a description of tbo indlvidoals 
BrthmabhiSva, ho reminds us of tbo second sdtra, which 
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says that the state described is unquestionably the 
hberated state, for in the colloquy referred to Prajapati 
promises to speak of a condition of the self in which it 
is freed from the imperfections pertaining to the states 
of jdgrat, svapna and susJmpti and is untouched by 
worldly pleasure and pain As the description proceeds, 
the self is spoken of as sinless and one with the Highest 
Person ‘The highest light’, we are again lemmded m 
siitra 3, is the self, and not any physical light And on 
the authority of well-known texts it is said in sutra 4 
that the liberated self is inseparable from Brahman We 
shall see as we proceed that this mseparablity is not in- 
distmgmshability ^In the 6th siitra ’Jaimmi says on the 
authority of Clih viu 7 that the hberated self is en- 
dowed with Br4hmic, that is God-hke, qualities But the 
scriptures mclude ‘true desires’ &c , m such qualities 
Ach^rya Audulomi, m siitra 6, thinks that this latter 
class of quahties, as they depend on “limiting ad3uncts”, 
cannot inhere in a pure mtelligence like the liberated 
self In the next siitra B^darfiyana thinks these other 
qualities aie not incompatible with pure inteUi- 
gence But do not desires and their fulfilment imply 
bodily organs ? The answer in sutra 8 on the authority 
of Clih viii 2 1. is that the liberated self’s desires are 
fulfilled by its mere will The reading of the passage 
referred to will show how much of what is regarded as 
‘worldly’ is deemed compatible by the scriptures with 
the liberated state However, having" such a powerful 
will, the liberated self must be considered, as is done by 
sutra 9, as having no over-lord, — no over-lord, it would 
seem, among other individual selves The over-lordship 
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•of God i* everywhere recopilsed Bideri saya on 
icnplaral authority in adtm 10 that the Ilbcmtcd rdf 
bos QO body ond sento^rguat. Jainjiniin autra 11 on 
the fiamo auihorily afflrmt Ihclr existence DfidarAynnn 
roconcilcfl the two poiUions bjr afflnninf* in adtm 12 
that a^samin^ or not asiaming a body depends on the 
liberated self a own option Sutras 13 and 14 lllccn 
pcrcQptioni la the diictnbodlcd and embodied states to 
dreams and tho wakin(? state respoctirely Sdtra 15 
compares the liberated icirs power of enteriop sorcraJ 
bodies described In Chh. tU 20 2. to a flame s self 
multiplication. 

Bat now comes an abrupt halt, Oor antbor seems 
to feel that what ho has been saying about tho liberated 
state in the aphorisms so far summaritod conflicts Hth 
what he has said on sadyo mukU in tho 2nd pida of 
tho present chapter The state bo has there described 
is one of nudifforculiatcd unity Bud absolute inactivity 
But the liberation ho DOW speaks of is one which, in 
spite of tbo individual s affirmed non-division from 
God, admits of sorcnil differences and also a good deal 
■of actiritj on tho port of tho released self Before pro 
cccdlng further therefore ho disposes of this apparent 
conflict by practically denying that tho former state — 
that of undifferentiated unity with God and of inaoti 
vlty, — is a state of Uboration Ho calls it here, in adtra 
10 tv^pyaya, dreamless sleep or nampaUt^ union with 
God But union with God.as also droamJess sleep, which 
aooording to several scriptural texts symbolises that 
union, is nothing but liberation. All tho texts referred 
to hero and olsowhoro as dosoriptioos of tampaiU are 
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descriptions of liberation as well according to the nshis 
who have uttered them. The Sdtrak^ra also has all 
along taken them as such before arriving at this point 
But now he is in a real difficulty The two ideas of 
liberation held by the two classes of nshis are, it is 
clear, mutually conflictmg But how can our author, 
with his idea of the Vedic sages as infaUible authonties, 
say or even think so? They are not mere aclidiyas 
like B6dari and Jaimini that he would pit them against 
one another He therefore tnes to get out of the diffi- 
culty by calling the former description of liberation one 
of sampaiti and the latter that of muick But really 
they are both descnptions of liberation, the one given 
by Ydjnavalkya, the teacher of undiffereneed unity and 
the other by Prajdpati, who teaches unity-in-difference 
The later systems of unquahfied and quahfied Non- 
duahsm rose out of emphasismg these two views hy 
their respective advocates 

However, with this rather unpleasant interruption, 
our author continues his charactensation of the state 
of hberation In sdtra 17 he says that inspite of the 
many lordly powers acquired by the hberated self, such 
as that of making itself indefinitely large or small, it 
never acquires that of creating the world, to which that 
of preserving and destroying it may be added Crea- 
tion &c , are mentioned in the scriptures only m 
sections speaking of the Supreme Lord and not those 
dealing with the finite self And the latter is not 
proximate to, but very far removed from, creation, 
having appeared long after it Hence the power of 
creation can never belong to it But does not scripture 
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fcOractJmes apeak plalolf, r jr In Tait I 0, of tbo 
iodirldoal B atUloiof' lordship? 'Ves, lafr 
the aathor In s&tra 18, bat looh lordship primarily 
belonj^ to tho Sapremo Lord abiding In tho solar 
rc^ons for discharf^op certolo spceiried fooctlons 
and It it from him that nnlto tcUca deriro tnoh powers 
Hovercr, tbo Lord ahoold not bo conecired os only 
qoolined as ho really (b In tho solar rof^ions. Ho 
has pot, says odr aathor fo adtra ID alio an anqualificd 
transcendent form as It clear from z.00 S ChK 
Hi IS 0 and screral other almllar torts. Sdtni SO refers 
to other Bcnptaral teats and to tho Olid in snpporl of 
this pofllloo If boTTcrer the nolrorsal and tho indiri 
dual aro so diasimilar whore lies tbclr aamoneia, 

which is to often tpoken of In tho i(strat? Their 
lameoctt Ifct only, says oar aathor in sdtra 31 lo 
cojoytdoat. Tbo {adlridaftf lohonts all tbo blln and 
hoaoar which belong to God Texts from the Kaxtshf 
iaki and tho Bnhad&remynka arc quoted In snpport of 
thit propotiUon^ Sdtra 22, tho last aphorltm of tbo 
chapter and of tbo whole body of Brahmax^Unt^ affirms 
on tho aathonty of Chh. tHL 15 1 tbo pemumont 
ahldiag of tbo indirldoal self Id Bratunaloko. It does 
not rotom to tho world, that Is, os wo tmdoraland, 
to worldly life, bat lircs in onoodiag tmloa with God 
Nothing is said of its attaining any ^higher destiny in 
the form of mergoneo in an nndifforcncod Unl^ of 
which tho reader bos heard not a Uttlo in this oxposi 
tion of the ^tOroi and of which ho hears macb moro la 
works on Adraita Vedanta. 

Wo aro afraid howorer, that notwithstanding maoh 
H 
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that la comforfciag and re-assuring which the aspirant 
after the dmne hfe has heard in this chapter and in 
this treatise as a whole, the reading of it will leave 
him cold This is due mainly to the aphoristic form of 
the work, but partly also, it would seem, to the fact 
that what may be called emotional elements m the 
Upanishads have not been brought into prominence 
by our author Such elements are indeed rare in them, 
but such as they are, our ShaJcti Sdsti as have utilised 
them to the uttnost Both the classes of nshis men- 
tioned by us have spoken of love, the love of. the 
Infinite Self for the finite T^jnavalkya, inspite of his 
unqunhfied Non-dualism, has said some of the fmest 
things ever spoken on love The othei school too has 
not been silent on the subject But it would be going 
out of the way on our part to speak of it at any length. 
However, it may not be inappropriate to close this 
section on Liberation by tianscribing below RSjarshi 
Chitra's description of the Brahmaloka and Brahma* 
dh^ma in the first chapter of the IKaushftahi as ex- 
pounded by us m our pamphlet on Pancliatslii already 
mentioned more than once in the course of these 
comments We begin from the point where Chitra 
speaks of the finite self’s starting on the Bevay^na 
Path a — 

Chitra begms by saying that having reached the 
Devay^na path, which evidently means spiritual lehgion 
as contrasted with the merely ceremonial or traditional 
{the Pitriyfina), the soul reaches successively the regions 
of Agni, Vdyu, Aditya, Varuna, Indra, Prajapati and 
Brahman. The first six seem to mean Heno-theistic 
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forms of religion^ — the ideotincatloo of the Supreme 
Deiug with opo or another of the \edIo god? uatJI a 
poro idea of Qod freed from anthropomorphiim I« 
reached in the Borontli itage Howorert orco when (lie 
dirino regions are reached that is a pure form of 
Tfaeiim is embraced^ there it yet a long way to tmTorso 
before one reaches the dlrloo city At iho rcry begin 
ning of this jonmey Drafaman c&IIa fire hundred of his 
opnratcif dirino oympht commanda them to meet the 
pilgrim sool with rarioas dirino equipments and to 
bring him to the difioo city uitli hononra duo to 
himself Cmamn y^tasS) Tlieso nymphs arc of two 
cUiact, amtdA and nm&dya6M, the former being dlrlne 
texts like Salyam tnanam anantam which lead ns to 
Qod and tbo Utter the mental powers which enable ns 
to conceire and apprehend tbo Dirino Reality The 
nymphs carry powder clothes, fruits, onoinmcnti and 
garlands for tbo pilgrim. The splritnal natnre of these 
things Is erident from the statement that nfaen tbo 
messengers meet the pilgrim soul they adorn him with 
dirino ornaments, — Tam BrahTiiSlanicrcnAlaniurvantt 
Thus equipped for bis ardooot jonmoy, tbo worshipper 
of God ( Orahmajoa j reaches a lalco named Aro Hradalu, 
— the Uko of Afu or orJl passions. Tbeso most bo 
subdued beforo any progress along the routo is posiiblo 
Already surfidontly strengthened for tbo bold feat, the 
worshipper crosses tbo lako with hia willpower — 
^ifanoid alydi Those laoklng the noocssary equip 
meat sink Into the lake. The next stage la represented 
by IctfhfiM mithurUA — -tho harmfol momcnts,--tho 
injurioos way of spending life In fmltleai pnrsnits 
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which ]B seen even in many an othiervvise good man 
Before our pilgrjm, thus gifted with self-control and a 
giiTn determination, such moments, such wasteful 
modes of life, — ’'apadi avanti'^ fly away The third stage 
of the ]ourney is a river name Tyajd^ free from senility, 
which, when crossed, gives one perpetual youth, entire 
freedom from indolence hnd despondency '"Tam manasd 
atyeti\ — the pilgrim crosses the river by dint of his 
Will-power He is thtn said to he freed from both his 
ments and dements, — merits which make egotistic men 
proud of their achievements, and dements which weigh 
them down with the thought of unrelieved and unmixed 
evils The pilgrim’s dear ones are said to take posses- 
sion of the former and his enemies the latter The 
fourth and fmal land-mark of the route is 'ilyo 
hnhshah\ a tree named the ‘earthly ’ Even when in a 
comparatively advanced stage of the spintual life, one 
feels he is not fully spintual An idea that the world 
is earthly, material, that there are things in it which 
have no spintual end or purpose, still haunts him 
We cannot reach the divine city until this practical 
matenahsm is entirely got nd of and the world is seen 
to be spintual, divine, through and through As soon 
as the pilgrim-soul attains to this view of the world, 
'■I'am Bralmagandah pi avi^ah’,— the odour of God 
enters into him. He does not yet directly see God and 
his abode, but he feels that they are very near. Spin- 
tual endeavours lose the weariness with which the 
uuspiritual go through them. They become attractive 
and lead the aspirant with the promise of a rich and 
yet unseen en3oyment. The divine city is now very 
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DOftT tbo next march takoa him dJreeUy before it. 
“[ The Goal ] The divine city it called the tHajtjn 
iotnsih&nam ^Samsth&nam meani a city The com 
mentator explaloa thna, — hiving roterroirs of 

water with bankf at high 11 bowatringt equal to tila 
treea, that it, at we nndentand, very deep tonka tuch 
at may not be dried np cron in tbo hotteat aeatons A 
true dty of God moat indeed have tnoh retorvoin with 
an inoxhanttible supply of dnnk for thirsty souls 
However, aa the woTshlpper ontera the holy dty Tam 
BmhmjtrtLiah pratisatV^'—iho flsvonr of Brahman enter* 
into him. Ho directly taste* the presence and lovcli 
net* of God HI* foretaste of the sweets of true wor 
ship is tomed into dlrcot experience. Hanooforth 
everything pertaining to Qod is delightful to him 
Grace takes the place of Law Bnt there are degrees 
in directness also The divine city is entered bnt not 
yet the divine abode, the holy of holies. Before that 
all forms of mediation must be got rid of Even m 
what seem very deep and sweet devotions, the thought 
of human teachers and leaders, — those who have helped 
men to draw near to God, — U mtiod up with the ex 
perience of the divine *woetnesa,-» 8 bowing that tbo 
truest directness is not yet reached, and the danger of 
lapsing into man worship or deva worship is not yet 
folly escaped This fact the Upanlshsdlo sage expresses 
by saying that at the gate of Apor^jitam Ayntanam^ 
the impregnable abode of Qod there stand Indra and 
Prajipati, the highest of devaa^ as dvaragcpaiL, gate* 
keepers. On the approach of the true worshipper, 
Tau oim&d apadravatah ^ — they withdraw from him 
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The implication is that less true worshippers, those 
who mix up their worship of the Infinite with that of 
hncai nations’, ‘great men’ and ‘centres’, — are held back 
However, as soon as the pilgrim-soul enters the Apard- 
3itam Ayatatanam, ‘Tam Biahmatejah p'lamsaU' Tejah 
is both light and heat, both wisdom and power Hence- 
forth there is no more groping in darkness, but more 
and more light day after day, and no more compromise 
with untruth and wilful ignorance Henceforth also- 
there is no parley with and no yieldmg to wealmess and' 
impious indolence and sluggishness The true wor-^ 
shipper of God is known above all by the power which 
his words and actions express and radiate However, 
our pilgrim is now in the sahhd stlidnam^ council cham- 
ber, of God, called Viblm (all-pervading) As the im- 
mediate effect of this entrance, — ‘Tam B'iahmayasah 
ptavisaU^'— the glory of God enters into him His 
thoughts, purposes and actions being now wholly at- 
tuned to God’s, God himself is glorified in all that he 
says and does He takes praise and blame indifferently,, 
for he knows he is but the servant of God and it is God 
who acts through him There are indeed egotistic- 
pietists who sometimes ascribe their selfish actions to 
God But the distinction between such men and the 
truly selfless servants of God is so transparent that it 
does not require much insight to see it. However, the 
'i'lshi now describes Brahman’s throne named VichaJc-' 
sliand, which is P? apid^ Reason, and his ‘coach of m- 
finite bnghtness,’ Amttaujasam Paryaiikam, which is 
Prdua, Life The description is indeed allegorical, but 
couched in scriptural language It need not detain us 
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Wc ratbor harry lo tbo dialopno which follouF (hat 
between the finito and the Infinite Spirit The wlfdom 
of the former is (cated by the latter with niiDy a qaci 

lion (bo details of which need not detain as The 
raoit important part of it Is the arfinnatlon made by 
the finite of its roialion of nnily in dillcrenco wilii the 
Infinite, in reply to tho qncstlon Koti '? — Who art 
tlion,— the worshipper says, JVflm<i/mciniy<iiframa#i to 
hamamt — Thou art the Self what thou art, that I am 
There Is unity of ciacnce or aabsUnce and yet a differ 
enco of personality indicated by tho distinction of tbon 
and '1 There la nothing in what follows,— and there 
is litUo that follows— which may imply that this dia 
tinction is oblitomted in any higher stage of progress 
On the contrary the dirino city is said to be watered by 
rirers called which tbo commentator explains 

as *tip64andT^pinyah of the form of worship, leading 
to insight into the divine nature A city where acts of 
devotion form the necessary mcdlnm of communication 
cannot ropresoot tho monist • heaven of andifrorcnced 
unity And we have seen that the dcrai are there not 
aa objects of worship, hot as worshippers And wo arc 
introdoced into a world of real and not illusory crea 
tion for wo are told how Brahman s consort 
that is bis creative power, and her reflection {^praii 
rupa eha chikthushf ) the fndiridnal self, in whoso 
knowledge tbo world is roprodneed, *woavo tho orca 
tnroB like flowers {'‘puMhp&nif&vayatau uii ^agAn^) The 
divine promise to the worshipper is This world of 
mine, consisting of water (tbo oblof clement os symbol 
ising all elements) Is thine (Tan tho father keep any 
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thing from his son ? So the tislii ends with the words, 
’’He who Imows all this obtains whatever glory and 
power belong to God ’ And what are these glory 
and power Evidently they are wisdom, love, hohness, 
peace, joy, beauty and sweetness, all of which form the 
verv essence of the divine nature and are beyond time 
and destruction, stored eternally in God and ever ready 
to be communicated to his children ” 
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r 1 trwfTwm 1 

It Tff* cr ni^ftnni^ tj? 

tmtfTiTr PtwSt 'itmmw itt ftm*n vpih ^ tik \ 
tTn ^iwSi^ I 

•TflTfT’t TJC I WlOnS-^i •HT fa ‘JT^ I ^i*i«<. 

^pc I trm^ ftftpT Prmft ^^rtCr i 

1«V1 ‘Clfc^l I »tTC f*^ ffHTVPTI^ I 

f»i«ai '’TTt' Tft ^«HHrtl I 

1 Then therefore ( gltxjnld be^in or thoitld be ntude/' 
tn<juiry tnto Brahman 

Atha nii*nni then or after that Is, after adopting the 



fourfold system of spiritual culture 'Atah' means as 
It IS from knowing Brahman that man’s highest object 
IS fulfilled, therefore ‘Biahmajijmisd, means inquiry 
into or wishing to know Brahman ‘The fourfold system 
of spiritual culture’ comprises (l) the discrimination of 
things eternal and temporal, (2) indifference to enjoying 
the fruits of actions here or hereafter, (3) the spintual 
acquisitions *sama' &c , and (4) desire for liberation 
*Sama' is drawing away the mind from earthly things 
*Dama' is restraining the external senses 'Uparatt is 
giving up, for the sake of the higher knowledge, the 
prescribed duties called mtya ( habitual ) and others 
*TtUkshd' IS enduring the correlatives of heat, cold &c 
"Samddhdna' is the steadiness of the mind arising from 
giving up sleepiness, laziness and inattention Sraddhi 
IS trustful respect for all higher things 

^ \ <4ct: I 

2 From which the oiigin &c , (that is, origin, snbsis 
tence and dissolution) of this world proceed, \that is 
Brahman ] Scriptural proof, “From which these crea 
tures are bom, through which they, being bom, live, and 
into which they return and enter, seek to know that 
well. That is Brahman ” {Taittirlya Upamshad, III l) 
and similar other passages. 
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3 Brahman bcwR flic source 0 / scnpiarc (Bnhadd 
ranyaka II ^ 10) [his omniscience and omnipotence 

nre established.! An aUemativo eaphmaiion is this 
Scripture is the source of the knowledge of Drahman t 
nature. The purport is that it is from senpturaJ prx)oI 
that Brahman (he Cause of the origin S.c. of the vrorld 
IS koomi As Brahman is taught by senptore his oinnl 
science &C. ore established 


t I 'll liJti *fp^ tU irw I ‘*d SUT 

^I'lfiTJi'iI (Tum ^ niTH'*iU»nnM^I rnft utt®! 
*j«5*.ouh I »I Jrfm ^ I 

4 But that (/ e that Brahman is established by 
I **' ec-^p ^ree) ts iruc Off txccaof t of {rfte r) ccrrec xtxicr 
j Pretalion only when taken as sPeaJanR of him 
f Tu but, is used to set aside the fnbx'cpaksha (the 
I objector's view) The objector t conteotJon is not estab- 
lished by Ecriptiire Tat 1 e. Brahman is realJy 
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established by scripture ^How do you know that 
Brahman is established by scripture is the objector’s 
question The answer is — *On account of correct inter 
pretation,’ that is, because Brahman is the final purport 
or object of the Vedanta te\ts They are rightly 

interpreted only when they are taken as establishing 

this truth It is not possible to imagine another interpre- 
tation 

y. I I 

M^l*1 ^ •31 McI sik<uJI I 

qi'H'IKX I dtllff ) 1 

5 On account of seeing (being predicated of the 

cause of the world) that xvhich is not spoken of in the 

Woid {that IS, Prakrlti, Nature, spoken of by the Saii- 
khyas) IS not {the leal cause) 

Asabdam,' that which is not established by the Word, 
that IS, scnpture, the unconscious Pradhdna imagined by 
the S^nkhya Philosophy is not the cause of the world 
Why not ? ‘On account of seeing,’ because the Vedantas 
speak of the Cause of the world as seeing or knowing 
For example, in Chhundogya, vi 2, “it thought, ‘May I 
be many, may I grow forth 

^ I I 

fTf[ ‘»T’ »T I chKJU 
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« cir ri?H i cci ii-^l a ( <iO — 

T*n^fT*fl rfi^'ii’*,»ii^ft a 

ICTintlPi Tfil I ‘TT^'r**’'*! * 1 ifTI5«t^ TSHHM. 

C If r mote noy on accoun/ e^f the icorJ self If ii 
ts uid thnt lo the PnrdhAnn indicated b> the term Sat 
IlciDff the lerm ftslntn thinker i« Raiitia rernotelj or 
metaphorically applied then this contention is not prosed 
\\Ti> ?— -A/ni/rraWil/ because the woni self is npplied b> 
«xnpture to the Cause of the world For instmcc in 
ChliJruIofiya m 2 TTie Dinnit) thoiythl Let mo no'S 
enter these three dinpittes os the Jisinp self and esolvo 
names and forms. D) the tvoid stU ji is established 
that the Otuse of the n'orld is a thinker in n direct and not 
n metaphorical senv 

« I I 

e I vsis*i ^w*i«'n*s*i idiijri 'ffrft I Itrr r— 

nfsB^s tpr mw »ftm\ i wt 

44 WOTS*! fl Hfc^l4S 

iWnT^li 

sn( vi hui 

mw ^ n*SHi5. I ( ^niinl ^lU ) 
*! s4^ci«iPreT 4I^4 i 41 nfsin t 

7 As ItbcrxTiiou is promtsed to those devoted to tt 
The unconsdous Pradhdna cannot be meant by the word 
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‘self’ Why not ^ MokshopadeshAt, as liberation is 
promised in the scriptures, tanmshthasyci, to him who is 
devoted to him For instance, “When one practising 
yoga truly sees Brahman by seeing his self, as one sees 
objects by a lamp , when he knows the unchangeable God 
unsullied by any object, he is freed from all bonds . 
(Svctusvafai a II 15) 

1 RifPT • 

8 And as the scriptures do not say that the self 
should be set aside 

If the were taught by scripture as ‘Being’, 

then scripture would speak of the self as something to 
be set aside, — would say, “It is not the real self ” But 
It does not say so For this additional reason also, — 
Heyatva abacha.ud', because the necessity of its being 
set aside is not said,— it is not the Piadhdna that is spol en 
of as ‘Being’ 

e. \ I 

IlKl'-iiel 1 ?? g ’ItepI Nf^rPI IPJPT I 
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^ — *w^;rTi3^iAU <ni’^ 

Sr^r^i-nififhinn^ grr n'^ft un *5^ »j^i 
H•^*l^^ m5i n«T^ *i trfrniinrn i <icn ) 


9 As Ihc inJtxndual soul mcnles tu the Set/ From 
whal other ground is it to bo asserted that the Pradhdna 
II T^ot spoken of as Being ? — On account of 
mergioR In the Self In the Chhiixdot^a and clsowiherc, 
it is said that in dreamless steep on ncconnt of the absence 
of diFerenilation due to limiting adjunci6> the indmdoal 
soul merges, as it v ere in its own Self But the consaous 
soul canoot merge m the unconsaous Prxjdhina as la its 
true oatare. Therefore it is not the PraJhdna but the 
Conscious, spoken of as Being nhich is the Cause of the 
rorli The pnssige specially referred to is C/ihdiM/ogjra 
\*i & 1 — UddAtaka Aruoi said to his son S^'ttaketa 
Leam from me my dear the truth about sleep. WTien a 
man is said to sleep, then my dear he is united w ith Being 
IS gone to his Self Hence people sa> he sleeps because 
he goes to his Self 
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10 Am the tcnpiures uniformly point {to a cooscioos- 
Cause) In all the Vedantas there li a uniform teaching 
of a conscious cause of the >vOTld So because of this 
uniformity of teaching the omniscient Brahman alone 
is the Cause of the world 



c 




u \ I 

u I ^=^‘53^ TOfSI ‘€ { ^cTT"<jc1<, 

11 As tt IS directly stated in soipttiie, for instance 
in Svetdsvatara vi 9 Having spoken of the omniscient 
Lord, the text clearly says, “He is the Cause ” There- 
fore it IS established that the all-knowmg Brahman is 
the Cause of the world, and not the unconscious PradhAna 
or anything else 
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gii ^ niJl^nn 1 ^ ^ 

I tfHfrf? flhixlQ ( ^la. ) — “ct<i)if[ ^ Hcignfi 

12 ^ Anandamaya' is the Biahnian, as the term is 
applied again and again ‘Anandamaya’, the Blissful, 
spoken of m the Taittirlya Upanishad, can only be the 
Supreme Self On what ground ? ' Ahhydsat\ because 

of its repetition, because it is to the Supreme Self that 
the word ‘bliss’ is applied again and again The texts 
referred to are “Verily there is an Inner Self consisting 
of bliss different from this Self consisting of the understand- 
ing” and the following texts {TaittiHya, n. 5 &c) 
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13 If ti IS irtirf that Auaitfiainflya catinoi mean 
Brahman becaute ma^at meant a modification then tin, 
answer is No because it may mean <i6im</fT»rctf 

If it be objected that becanse tho saffix mayat m 
Anandamaya means a roodifiaxtioo therefore tho tenn 
Anandamaya refers to somethinff which >s subject to 
modihcatJot] like the term Annamaya and such other 
terms then the reply is, No the objection it not valid 
Prichurydi because ma>*at is used also in tho sense 
of abundance /Vs annamaya yajnah means a sacrifice 
10 which there is on abundant provision for food so the 
Brahman which abounds lo bliss is called Anandamaya 
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14 And because Brahman tt spoken of as the 
source of bliss On this ground also it may be said 
ihat mayat Is used in the sense of abundance, because 
‘Scripture speaks of Bmhmnn as the source of bliss, oj 









for instance the Tatttiriya, ii 7 says, “For he alone 
causes bliss ” Therefore, as ‘mayat' may be used in the 
sense of abundance, ‘Anandamaya’ is really the Supreme 
Self. 
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15 And the Brahman spoken of in the mantra is^ 
here lefened to On this ground also is Anandamaya 
the Supreme Self, namely that the same Brahman that 
IS spoken of m the Vedic verse Tatttiriya II 1) is 
referred to m the Anandamaya passages 
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16 Not any other, for it is not possible On this 
ground also is the Anandamaya the Supreme Self, and 
not any creature subject to birth and death, and distinct 
from God, namely, that creatorship is not possible for a 
creature. For, having mentioned the Anandamaya, scnpture 
{Tatttiriya II 6) says “He created all this, whatever 
there is ” Now, it is not possible for any but the Supreme- 
Self to create all phenomena 
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17 /t/so b cause they ore »f>oten of as dtjferenl On 
thi^ proan'l also i< the Anandamaj-a nol a crc'Mure 
that in Ihn treating of It it and the creature arc 

^poVen of a^ ditTercni Tliu^ \tnljhei5jo> for it is bN 
cainiHR that joj that thh (creaiurt) becomes happj 
{Trrr/firi'j T II 7) Now the rrcipient cannot be the lliinfi 
to he reecned 
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16 As Wish IS irtcnlioiied the Pradluiiia inferred or 
iinaslned by the Sdnkhya cannot be regarded (tfi caiMc) 
ActaDdamajTi is spoken of ns haMOR wished m the text 
Let mo be many let me be bom {Taitiiriya ii 6) Hou 
could then the ut>coti»cloua Pradhina of iho Sdnkhya bo 
the cause of the world ? 
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19 Aiic^ scripture speaks of the union xoith it {the 
Anandamaya) of the soul xohich has acquned knoxij>ledge 
about it On this ground also the term ‘Anandamaya’ 
cannot be applied either to the Pradhfina or the individual 
soul, namely that scripture speaks of the union with it, 
acquiring its nature, which is liberation, — of this, the indi- 
vidual self, when it has acquired knowledge about it Thus, 
■“it IS only when the creature gains an immovable footing 
on this invisible, incorporeal, inscrutable, and self-supported 
One, that he becomes fearless ” (Taittiilya II 7) 
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20 ‘Antah' [xaithin) is God,foi Ins natuie is spoken 
of “Now, the golden person who is seen in the sun, 
the Person with golden beard and golden hair, all golden 
up to the tips of the nails, his eyes like the lotus of the 
colour of a monkey’s lower part, his name is ut, above, 
transcending all sin Verily he rises above all sin 
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rho krjowa lhi«; (ChhAndof^ i \l 6 7) The I’cr^n 
fpolen of in this pA<sacre mllj the Supreme Lord and 
not any exalted InJKIdoal self \\Ti> ? — Hecautc In 
p.i<MCc the nature freedom from sin S.c of the Supreme 
I^rd It mentioned 
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21 AndCod IS dixitrtcf as tcn^fiire s^ais o/ disfinc 
tion \nd as 10 another text oanjel> He nho dHTtU 
in the sun it distioct from the tun uliom the tun does 
not know whose body the tun it, and rho rules the sun 
Within he it thy Self the Inner Kulcr the Immortal 
{Dnhaddratiyaka iii 7 9) God is spoken of os distinct 
from the indnddual self rho thinks of the son as his bod) 
therefore God it distinct from indmdual fcUes 
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22. Ether means Brahman because his a//n6H/es 
arc spoken of In texts like the following What is the 
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origin of tlie world’ ? ‘Ether’, he (Pravilhana Jaivah) 
replied” {Chltdiidogya, i 9) “Ether is the revealer of names 
and forms” {Ibid, vni 14) the term ‘ether’ means the 
Supreme Brahman and not elemental ether Why ? 
‘Because of his attributes,’ because m those passages his 
attributes, that of being the revealer of names and forms 
and such others belonging to the Supreme Brahman are 
spoken of 
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23 For the saute leason, ^Bieatld means Brahman 
For the same reason, that is, because Brahman’s attributes 
are mentioned in the passage, “ ‘Which is that deity ? he 
[Ushasti Chiikrdyana] said, ‘Breath’ ” {Chhdndogyay 
I 11 4, 5) the teun 'Fraud' (breath) means Brahman 
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24 LiUhi meeint Brahman because of the lueniion 
of feci The term light In the passage, 'Nou that light 
which shines abo\e this earth {ChU^tidog^a iii (13 7) 
means Brahman and not natural light. WTiy ?— Because 
of the mention of feet — because a preceding passage 
namely *One foot of It constitutes all beings three feet 
of It are the immortal In heax'en" [Chhiitdosya lii 12. 6) 
-speaks of the feet i.e. four aspects or manifestations of the 
some Brahman that Is indicated by the term light ? 
Now having feet (or \*arious manifestations) is an attnbnte 
of Brahman alone:. 
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25 If It be said No for the Gtlyatrf metre is spoken 
of theiB^ then we say No, for the fixing of the mind is 
thereby taught For it Is seen If it bo objected that in 
the preceding pnwnge iCfihdadogya iU 12. l) the Giyatrf 
metre is spoken of and therefore Brahman is not spoken 
of then the reply is that this objection Is not valid. Why? 



For thereby, that is by the metre called the Gdyatrf, 
the fixing of the mind in Brahman is taught The sentence, 
“Gdyatri is all this, whatever exists,” teaches us to 
fix our minds in Brahman ‘For it is seen’, that is in 
other passages also, the meditation of Brahman by means- 
of a phenomenon is found, for instance in the Attareya 
Atatiyakani 2 3 12 “For the Bah\’Tichas (the followers 
of the Rigveda) think of him in the great Uktha hymn, the 
Adhvaryus (the followers of the Yajun,'’eda) in fire, the 
Chhandogas (the followers of the Sdmaveda) m the Mahd- 
vrata ceremony ” 

^dl<t'-l Ml<t( ^Mq<y*d I 

26 And so also becatise thus alone can natural 
objects he called 'the feet' On this ground also is it so, that 
is, the conclusion is right that Brahman is spoken of m the 
preceding passage, namely, that in that passage natural 
objects are spoken of as ‘the feet ’ Of the mere metre, 
without reference to Brahman, natural objects cannot be 
spoken of as ‘the feet ’ 
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7 // If ^ •■JtJ **»n /or thf te i 1 inf dt^tri then 

try »£rj So /or thefe i* no ron'*»ff hffuv/n the tv t 
tenzh\ni% \* to I'r object <n iKot n l*’c» fir*! futijuje 
II' iHrw? fr"t »ir iJ p immcniil n brstn** {ChhinJotX-^ 
til !Z^) heavm is uufSt ftt a m-a! an I tbc n^'mih 
ca^^-cadiop, fcbrtcAi h«i- la t**c pa Tlirn nhat iv 

aMte ihi» fccaxfa *’ (CAAin til IJJ it K Ucfhl ao a 
limit oaj hat the fifth cate endtCf anj ihffrforc tS 
leachbc Unff! tliffermu the unity of the »ob|e<i matter 
1 $ b*oVcn, our antTver i\ that it it no* a vaiwJ objection 
for thero f» no c*7otlKt bettree-t th iiro teachinft. la 
bmh the foTTTii the one hanoc the tcventh ca^e enJme 
and that mth the filth ca\<"r>J»DC ibete b nothlee to 
prp\cai the rcco-mtion 
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^3 Prdna ir Z?raAmtf« /or rAu i* iinJers/oo</ /nm 
the cttnnecUon o/ the words in the passage 



In the story of Indra and Pratardana in the Katishitakt 
BrAhmana-Upanishad it is said, “l (Indra) am the vital 
breath I am the conscious self Worship me as Life, 
as Breath” (vi 2) ‘Pidna' here means Brahman and 
not an individual god. How ^ Because of such under- 
standing, because the connection of the words is under- 
stood as pointing to Brahman. If the sentence is considered 
from the beginning to the end, it is found that the 
connection of the words is intended to mean Brahman 
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29 If it be objected that this is not so, because Indra 
speaks of himself, then the reply is that this chapter 
contains many references to the Inner Self 

If it be objected that as the speaker, Indra, speaks of 
himself, the word ‘Prdna' does not mean Brahman, but 
an individual god, the objection is not valid For here, 
in this chapter, we find a multitude of references to the 
Inner Self So, because of a multitude of references to 
the Inner Self, the passage relates to Brahman, and not 
to an individual god 
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30 That rcfertticc to tcl/ by hidra IS tn accordance 
\oitb the sCialnc viston like that of Viniadcva 

Why then does tho speaJkot refer to his own self ? — 
According to sistric vision Indm speaks of hiroseJf In 
accordance with the scriptures by realising like the Rishis, 
the truth I am Brahman just as V4iiiade\'a realised the 
truth I ms Manu and Sarya.*’ (/?»gpcdrt iv 26.1) 
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31 If it he said, No,foi the inaiks of the individual 
self and those of the chief vital air are mentioned' , then 
we say, ‘No, foi in that case 'there would he three forms 
of devout meditation, and hecause the word ‘Pidna' hein^ 
used 111 other passages for the Bi ahnian, heie also it is so 
used, as the same chat acteristics are mentioned' 

If the piirvapaksha says that as the marks of the 
individual self and those of the chief vital air are mentioned 
in this passage, either the individual self or the chief vital 
air or both are meant here, and not Brahman, then we say 
No, it IS not so, for in that case there would be three 
distinct forms of devout meditation prescribed in the same 
passage, namely that on the individual self, that on the 
chief vital air, and that on Brahman But it is not reasonable 
to suppose that in the same passage three distinct forms are 
prescribed , it is rather reasonable to think that the passage 
has the same purport As also, in another passage the word 
‘Prdna' is used for Brahman, because Brahman’s characteris- 
tics are mentioned there, therefore here also, the 
characteristics of Brahman being mentioned, it must be 
understood that it is Brahman alone that is spoken of’. 

Or, the portion of the aphorism beginning with ‘nopdsd' 
&-C may be explained otherwise. Thus Even in a 
passage speaking of Brahman, the characteristic marks of 
the individual self and the chief vital air are not conflicting 
elements. Why ? Because of the three forms of devout 









meditation Three forms of devout meditation 
on Brahman are intended to be taught here (]) 
that through characteristic* of Prdiui (2) through 
those of Prajitd (the Individual self) and (3) through those 
of Brahman himself Elsewhere too, for example in such 
passages as He who consists of mantts whose body is 
Prajiid &C.” (Cbhdn in 14 2) devout meditation on 
Brahman is taught with reference to his attnbutiv'e adjuncts. 
This applies to the present case also. Therefore it ts 
settled that the pp^snge speaks of Brahman 
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1. Because the xvell-knoxou Biahtuan is taught eveiy- 
xvhere 

In the ‘Silndilya-vidy.i’ of the Chhdudogya Upamshad, 
it IS the Supreme Brahman that is taught Why ^ For 
everywhere, in all the Veddntas, it is the well-known 
Brahman that is taught The Sdndilya Vidyd is as follows 
“All this IS Brahman, for all this onginates, disappears 
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and cOQUDues in him* Meditate on him calmly Man 
consists o/ nfll Ai bis will h In lbl» HvrJd to will he 
be 1 ^hen he has departed from here He should will 
nccordiDply Ho who conslsti of mind {ix inlclliptnce) 
whose body is hfe whose form is Hi?ht whoso thoughts 
ore true who is (boundless) like space to whom belont? 
all deeds, all desires, all odotrra and all tastes, who pervades 
ill this, who iS Without tpeech and without partiality — 
this (Person) is mj Self existing in the heart He is 
smaller than a grain of wheat or baile> than a mustard or 
canary seed than t\ta the kernel of a canary seed. ThIsSelf 
within my heart it greater than the earth grealor than 
the mid refficms (those between earth and hearen) greater 
than heaven greater than these worlds. He to whom 
belong all deeds all desires, all odours and tdl tastes 
wbo pemuies all this who la without speech and without 
partLilit) — this is my Self In the heart this is Dmbman 
I shall reach him after departing from this world He 
who has this faith has no uncertainty that is, ho is sure 
to reach Brahman. Thus said Sindilyn, thus 8.ild 
SAndilyn. (Chi, in 14 I 4) 
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2 And became the attribute* irtletided to bo ex^rety 
ed are i>o*tibIe only in Brahman This la another reason 
for the obove condosion — because the attnbntes 
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intended to be expressed, the attributes of having true 
thoughts and others, are possible only m the Supreme 
Brahman. 
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3 Because they are not possible in the embodied self, 
therefore the embodied self is not taught Because those 
attributes are not possible in the embodied self, therefore 
the embodied self is not to be meditated upon in the 
Sdndilya Vidyd 
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4 Alul because th-ere is a reference as to object and 
subject And for this reason also is the embodied self not 
that which has the attribute of ‘consisting of nianas' and 
such other qualities, because scripture speaks of that which 
IS to be meditated on and which has the attributes of ‘con- 
sisting of manas' and such other qualities as an object, as 
what IS to be attained by the meditator, and of the 
embodied self, the meditator, as the subject or agent. 
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5 IhcJuie e/ the difference 0 / \evrjt \nd for thi^ 
rc\ jn aIvj is thai i^hich con^iiu of mtffioc and such clher 
attribotci different froti ihe embodied reU l>ccaa^ tn 
another tznptufal pai^ice treatmj: of the tame lubjeet 
there Is a difference of n-ords, that is a diffcrtnce >n care 
ending between i*.o words refemne respectively to the 
Lord and the ladividoal In the Stilaf^lha lirdhinaiiti 
(* fi. 3 2.) it is Kdd Thqs that froldcD pertoo Is in the 
Mlf” Here the term refemnrr to the embodied self has 
the seventh co-Ji-endiiut, and the term person diffcreni 
from It and having the first ca^-endinp refers to 
Hrahmnn 
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6. And becauic ef the Smrtti Another reason for 
the conclusion It given Deenuse a Smnti passage like 
O Arjiroa, the Lord Is sealed In the heart of all creatures 
•(Bhaeavadettd xvlli 61) shows the difference between the 
embodied and the Supreme Self 
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7 If it be said ‘No, because of the smallness of the 
space, and because of its being niention-ed' , then the leply 
IS ‘No, because Brahman has thus to be realised, and 
because of the similarity to ether' If it be said that 
because of the smallness of space, that is because such 
attributes as minuteness are mentioned in the passage, 
and because the attribute of minuteness as belonging to 
the subject-matter of the Sdndilya Vidyd is expressly- 
mentioned, therefore that is not the Supreme Self, but 
rather the embodied self, then we say ‘No’ And why ? 
Because it is taught that the Lord, as possessing such 
attributes as minuteness has to be realised in the lotus of 
the heart And he has to be considered as similar to ether 
As ether, though pervading all things, is spoken of as- 
small when considered in relation to the eye of a needle 
or a die &c , so is Brahman said to be minute in relation to 
the heart 









no 


= 1 ‘^nnfB ‘ifn i o 

ffPJ OT W^V WN W^fe I 

r«i2^m tr*^ 171 vt^L. ^ inw I 


8, 1/ it be objected that /rcm tha the subjection of 

Brahman to fteasure and pain /oJloxcs then the reply 1 $ 
Ao on account 0 / the difference If it be objected that 
on the supposition of Dnhman beiQff related to the hearts 
of all creatnres it woold follow that he is sabject to the 
pleasures and pains of the u-orld then we repJ> “No it 
would not follor. that he U subject to pleasure and pain 
for there is a difTerence between the Creator and the 
creature. As the two are different only the latter is 
subject to pleasure and pain not the former 
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9 The eater means Brahman for he is mentioned 
as taking in the moving and the unmoving In the 
Kathopanishad \erse. He of whom both Brahmanfl^ and 
Kshatrlyas are food and death is the s^^vining material 
who con say as to where he Is, — it Is so and so (i 2.25) 



the Attu, the ‘eater’ of Brahmanas, Kshatnyas and otliers, 
IS the Supreme Self, and no one else How ’ For the 
taking in, the final absorption, of the moving and the 
unmoving, of the whole world, is possible only of the 
Supreme Self, not of anv other thing or being. 
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10 This follows also fioiii the section For this 
reason also it is possible only for the Supreme Self to be 
the ‘eater’, that this section, the one beginning with “The 
knowing Self neither is born nor dies” (Katha, i 2 18) 
deals with the Suprefime Self 
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11 The tvrc irho have entertJ ifilo the cavity of 
the heart are the ttittiin/ua! and unnerjal selves 
[and not the uaderstanditifi and the indn'idual set/\ for 
ft te teen It ii paid In ihff hathof^nishaJ Jn rhi< 
ttotU In the hlqhest place of llrahman the two who ha\o 
entered into the of the hrvt arecn;o>fnB the fruits 

of their work Tho« who know llrahman describe them 
AS light and shade also those who feed the live Tires (the 
house holders) and those who feed the lire thnee (i 3 1 ) 
In the phr\sc the iv.-o who have tnicreJ into the cavits 
of the heart” the individual and the ummsal selves are 
menllooed, ood not the cndcrFtrtndinfr and the indivldoa) 
self (as some sufvpose) The reason is this,— It Is seen” 
That is, in the Sntti and the Smntt the Supreme Self alone 
IS frequeatly spoVen of as existing in the heart as for 
instance “^\^30 is in the heart who lives lo inaccessible 
pbices, and wdio is ancient (hatha i 2. P) ‘^UTio knows 
(him) os hidden ID the heart the highest heaven" (Taitti 
n 1) Seek the Self who has entered Into the cavTty of 
the heart” &c. 


I I 

ftrrt jmj ^ I 

12. And on account of the dfUtuetion The above- 
conduskra ts right also on account of the distinction men 
tioned in the Sru/j between God and the Individual seif, 
namely the distinction of the goal and the goer the object 
thought of and the thinker anH so oo 
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13. The Pet soil “within" ts Brahman on account of 
atiiibutes “He said, this Person who is seen within the 
•eye, that is the Self. This is the Immortal, the Fearless, 
this is Brahman" (C/i/i vni 7 4) Here The Person 
within the eye” is the Supreme Lord, for the qualitie'^ 
mentioned here are attributable only to him. 


^8 1 'Hl'{ll3l'lrt^=q''WV-l JlWJl 'dHH'yd ? 

fciwi.” ( Ff ° i 

14 And on account of the mention of place and other 
things But how can the location of a small space like 
the eye be attributable to Brahman, who is all-pervading 
as ether ? To this objection it is replied here. In other 
scriptural texts also, for instance, “\¥ho, residing in the 
earth", “Who, residing in the eye” ( Br iii 7) names and 
foiins like space and other things are mentioned as helps 
to the realisation of Brahman 
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15 And atto becnut*. the P rxon \n the eye ix 
mcrttioncd nt enjaved icith bhtt For Ibis rciion oJfo 
15 ihe Person trJthin the eje none bat the Supremo Lor<I 
that in this text he is spoken of nsendemed >.ilhbticr 
Breath is Brahotan A <i ii Brahman hhn is Brahman” 
(Chb ir 10 4) An means bliss and AAn ether Qualify 
tng each other they indJeate the blinful Brahman 
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16. \nd because the path of him vho has heard the 
Upantthads is menitotted For this reason also it the 
Person v-ithin the eye none but the Supremo Lord that 
the path named the Dernydna, fthlch Is asslRned by the 
Sruli to him who has heard the secret science — the 
Icncrwer of Brahman — is here, la this text, mentioned ns 
the path of him who knows the Person in the eye {Prasna 
L 10 Chh IV 15 5) 
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17 Not others, on account of inipennancncy and 
inipossibihty And then as to the contention that the 
person ivithm the eye is the reflected self, the cognitional 
self (the indi\ idual soul) or the self of some deity, it is 
said here, the reflected and other selves cannot be accepted 
here Why not ? On account of impermanency the 
reflected and other selves cannot permanently exist m the 
eye And on account of impossibility the qualities of 
immortality &c cannot exist in the reflected and other 
selves 
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18 The 'inner Rule)' of the presiding, deities of the 
devas &c ts the Supreme Self, as his attributes are 
mentioned The “Inner Ruler” spoken of m the Brihadd- 
ranyaka (Chap in Brahmana 7) as ruling over the earth 
and other presiding deities among the devas, is the Supreme 
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Self and nono other for In thi# p.-issage the attributes of 
the Sopreme Self— ruling and such others, — are found 
mentioned in this section 
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^ns^npHaiHiT. *TC irfTS ftssssr Rcrti^r ^•tohIkt ^(HnRni 

«UnL J Nsdl Rcuyn Tlnu*i<?t ♦nuftwK?! ftuini (n ) 
tSf ft tnfk I 

J9 The Inner Ruler ts net thul spoken 0 / tn the 
SdnkJiya Smritt for (tttrlbute* not its own are spoken of 
The Inner Ruler cannot bo the Pradl^dnA spoken of in 
the S^nkbya Smrttt for seeing and other attribotes- 
opposed to the nature of the unconscious Pradhina ore 
mentioned with reference to the Inner Ruler About the 
end of the passage (Br tit 7 25 ) it is a'lid of him 'He 
IS the nnseen eeer the unheard hearer the unlhought of 
thinker the unknown knower 
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20 The Inner Ruler tt not the embodied self for 
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both the schools speak- of tt as different The Timer Self’ 
IS not the embodied self, for both the schools, — the Kanvas 
and the M^hyandinas (m their different readmgs of the 
section) speak of it (the embodied self) as different from 
the Inner Ruler, — the former as the ruled, and the latter 
as the ruler The Kdnvds read, ‘‘Who, dwelling m the 
understanding ” Here ‘the understanding’ means the 
embodied self The Mddhyandmas read, “Who, dwelling 
in the self ” Here ‘the self’ indicates the embodied self 

^ ’ »ic1«nPr ^ -qr^, JT | ’ 

'MCI ti^^i q:a[ \^4|T 'Sd -eiHI I 

21 He who IS spoken as having the qualities of 
being unseen &c is the Supreme Lord, for hts attributes 
<xre mentioned In the Mundaka Upanishad it is said, 
That source of things which the wise see, is invisible, 
intangible, uncaused, uncoloured, without eyes and ears, 
without hands and feet, eternal, omnipresent, all -pervading, 
■extremely subtle and undecaymg ” (I 1 6) The source 
of all things spoken of here as ‘having the qualities of 
being unseen &c ) is the Supreme Lord, and none other, 
as it is his attributes which are mentioned here 

I 'S.CI^J V \c1^’ qcT’ 
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2M Th£ Siifirfrtic Ijnfi it the toj/nr^ of ttU //fi/ijjt dnJ 
not the oitier tw ix* nu\e of h % betnf* f^nin sfKCtfic 
ttinbutet vid h\t betnj^ xfoi; n of d% I of Ihit 

iciww also It r; iha Supfemf I.,onJ am! not ihr other 
tr-o,— ihc rftiboJieJ mI! ami the Pmdhdnd -^hich ir ihe 
Source of all thiru;s ih-u Scriptuie ruts tpccific altnbuirt 
to the Source of all thirvr that u spcali^ ol aod ilifTcTcritiaJeA 
him from both of them Tor in Unce it is v^hJ (ii 1 2) 
‘Thai Divine Pcrion it mcorporenl hr rt vnihin and 
without unborn wnthout breath without n senwnum 
pare and htfiher than the hich umlrcajiof* (prttoo or 
prmaplc mcaoinff either ihc Loner Drahnt.m or the 
i^crnal creative power of God) 
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23 Aud because of the description of Ins form 
In the same section it is said, — “Heaven is his head, the 
sun and the moon are his eyes, the quarters his ears, the 
uttered Vedas his speech, air his breath, and the world 
his heart Out of his two feet has come out the earth. 
This Person is the Inner Self of aU creatures ” Because 
of the description of form here, — -the form of the Source 
of all things as consisting of all appearances, it is the 
Supreme Lord, and neither the embodied self nor the 
Pradhdna Such a description of form is not possible in 
the case either of the embodied self whose power is 
limited or of Pradhdna, which is a not-self 

1% sUn” S,lcl, ci*l^ ^ ^1%” ?.lcl ^ 
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24 The Vrttsvdiiara puatit the Supmne iMrd on 
account of the particular meantttfi of the general terms 
In the fifth Prapdthaka of the Chhdndogya Up.'inishod in 
the chapters bepinnioff with the cJc\cnth the wmpturCt 
bcfnaning uith 15 our self and ^\hAt Is limhman? 

and “^ou now knov. this \ius\'aniini self do thou Instruct 
us about him" teaches that heaven the sun air ether 
water and the eanh possess the tjufthtlcs of Rood licht Ac 
■dlsparaffes the distinct raediUtion of each of these and 
teaching that the> stand to the \ aisv-dnam as the head &c. 
says, But he who meditates on the \ais\ilnani Self os 
thus limited os in space cats food in alt w'orlds id all 
bclogs, in all selves, (However) of this Vnisv-inam verily 
the head is possessed of good light the e>e multiform 
(or ha\ ing the vi* 0 rld as its form) the breath mo\*inR m 
vnnous courses, the trunk manifold the bladder T.'calth 
the feet the earth the chest the altar the hairs the holy 
jpass, the heart the Gilrhapatya fire the niaitas the An\-i 
hirya fire and the mouth The Ahavnnfja fire Ac. Here 
the “VaisvAnam AlmA Is the Supreme Self Why ?— 
On account of the particular meaning of the general term& 
Though both the terms, AtmA and ‘VnJsvAnara are geneml 
terras, VaJi\*lnara meaning Indiflerentl} the gastric juice 
the elemental fire and the god of fire, and 4tmi meaning 
the individual and the Universal Self yet they have hero 
a particular meaning which shows that they ore here 
applied to the Supreme Lord. The attributes mentioned 
in the texts quoted point to tilra alone. 
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25 And because the f 01 m described in the Sniriti is 

an inference The world-form of the Supreme Lord des- 
cribed m the for example in the eleventh chapter 

of the Bhagavadgtta, helps to infer (or explam) the Vais- 
vinara Sniii passage on which it rests, that is, constitutes 
an indicatory sign of the term ‘Vaisvanara’ denotmg the 
Supreme Lord ‘itf in the aphorism means ‘therefore’ 

V?tclW11lc( 1^\1W y ^ f*yi1*, M*.-3 

Hrtrc1=>4< I iU^lf%*,|ai, ‘dii^r oliinTl 

s;lcl yrti 1 1^I1*,*S 

ai^i | 'n(h y Vi*!,’ 
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26 If it be said, “No, because of the zvoid and othei 
icasoiis, and because of its existing within," then the 
reply is, no, because we aie told to see him theie, 
because of the impossibility, and because one school. 
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xfteaks of him itj iUe Pcrton Our oppooenl ma> object 
thus — Becnu^e of the word and other reasons, that is 
becauM there are u’ords In the text luch as VatSN’inara 
and Agni which are well known to mean other thraps 
and because of Its existing within that is because the text 
speaks of the Vais\'iinani as existing within the indix'idua] 
therefore Vais\-inara does not mean the Supreme Lord but 
the gastric juice Our repl> to the objection is as folloik's 
Decaose the text teaches us to see the Supremo Lord there 
m the gaitnc juice therefore the Vais\-<nara properly 
means the Supreme Lord and nothing else And because 
of the impossibility that it because it is impossible that the 
\ais\'iaara which is spoken of as possessing the character 
istJes of a person should mean otherwise therefore the 
objection is ia\'al(d Destdes, the Vijasaneyins in the 
StrlapeiUa Drahutaita speak of the \ ais\-4nara as a person 
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27 From this \enl> that is for these reasons, Vaisi-i 
nam is neither a god — not the god of fire, — nor an 
element — not the elemental fire. 
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28 Jatiwnt thinks that even in supposing diiect medi- 
tation there is no contradiction Jaimini thinks that even 
if we suppose that the meditation of the Supreme Lord 
IS taught m that passage directly, without reference to the 
adjunct of the digestive fire, there is no contradiction 
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29 Asvarathya thinks that the text applies to the 
Supreme Lord on account of nianifestation ‘On account 
•of manifestation’ that is, as the Supreme Lord is specially 
manifested in such places of realisation as the heart, the 
text speaking of pi ddeshaindtra, ‘of the measure of a 
■span’ fCh V 8 1 ) applies to him, so thinks AchArya 
Asmarathya 
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30 Badan thinks that God is so called on account 
■of meditation ‘On account’ of meditation, that is because 
the Supreme Lord is meditated upon by the mind which is 
Situated in the heart, which is of the measure of a span, so 



}ie IS described as of the measure of a span —so thinks 
Acharya Bidari 
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31 tays the text ts tntendcd /or sampatti 

(a form of mcditatton) Another text of ft *iwi7tfr import 
shovs this For sampaltt —for icachinff the tampat form 
of meditation the **pradetamdira text is intended —so 
Kiyi Jaimini Another text of n similar import the 
Vdjataiieyi Drahmana x 6. 1 ) teaches 

meditation on the Supreme Lord id the heart of the 
measure of a spajci Sampatf$ or tampat updsanA means 
the realisation of the DOn-differcnco of the Supreme Lord 
with a visible object 
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32. And the fiJbilds tptak of 7iini at tn that place 
And the JibAlAs also in the /dW/o^»fi7»od speak of him 
^ dwelling m that place, that is m the span measured space 
^between the bend and the chin 
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1 The Suppoit of heaven, eatfh &c , ts Brahman, on 
accottiit of the use of hts own proper wo-id, i e 'self' 
It IS said in the Mundaka Upanishad '‘Know that one 
self alone in which heaven, the earth, the sky, and the 
sensormm, with all the vital airs, are woven Give up other 
words He is the bridge of immortality ” (II 2 5) Here 
the support of heaven, earth &c is Brahman, and nothing" 
else Why '^---Because the word ‘self’, which properly 
means Brahman, is applied to it 
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2 Uecause In o spoken of as one to vhotii the libera 
led Ro On thii ^rrouTul alio m tho support of heavrn and 
earth Hrahman and nothin}; cl<« that he Is ppoLcn of as 
one to srhom the liberated Fp} ns lo their utf For Instance 
it is said in the Kune Upanishad — As noft-iw; n\ers ore 
absorbed m the sea, rpnoff up their names nnd forms so 
the wnsemao freed from name nnd form enters the Dmne 
Person who is higlier than the hlffh ” (in 2 8 ) 


1^1 

^1 **T Bwni X% ^lui«ine»i»T 

I 

3 Not the inferred on account of the ff6jc;icc of 
TTonfs denotiiifi it It should not be thought that the in 
ferred, that is the Prodhitm assumed m the Stiokhya Smnti 
Is the support of hea\‘en and earth Why 7 — Because no 
words denoUng It are mentioned in tho text in question 
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4 Not IS the Itvtilfi self Nor is the In mg (lit lifc- 
beanng), that is the individual self, the support of heaven 
and eartli 

yi I 1 

8.1 qtl ^1% ^ ( ^RI8. ) 

5 For disitiictioii ts sltoivn For scripture, in saying 
“Know that one self alone” (ii 2 5) shows the distinction 
of the living self from the Support of the universe as the 
Knower 

i I tl=h't<Ulct I 
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6 Because of the section Because the present 
section relates to the Supreme Self alone 

'Q I I 

^ tl<S(Wi 



Hyjilt'iinr 


111?- ] 


8» 


Tfn ^fl''H<Q'iw fern I 


7 And by reaton 0 / indifference and eating It is- 
said in the third Wu/wtoi<z — ‘Two birds» related to each 
other and fnends, ore sheltered m the some tree. Oae of 
them eats sweet fnuts, while the other looks on vnthoat oat 
mg (liu 1 1 Rik I 164 21) Here by reason of 
mdifierence and eating that is by the IndiiTerence of the 
Snpreme Self and the eating — the enjoyment of the fruits 
of Its acdoos on the part of the individoa! self — two 
dlstmgulahmg marks it la established that the support of 
heaven and earth Is not the mdundoal self 
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8. The Bhimd t* the Supreme Self /or it te spoken 
of as higher than the vital air The Bh^md {Infinito) 
spoken of m the Chhdndogya Smti (vuk 23 24 &c.) la 
the Sopicme Self and not the vital air Why ? — For it is 
spoken of as higher “the state of great bHas* “The 
state of great bliis^ means the state of dreamless sleep on 
account of the description of It, — the self feels great bliss 





in it [Ptasnaw 6) In that slate of great bliss tbe \’ilal 
air (it IS said) awakes [Prasna u 3) So here, by the 
state of great bliss” the vital air is meant Because the 
Bhuina IS spoken of as higher than the vital air, therefore 
the ‘Bluuna is the Supreme Self, difTeicnt from the vital 
•air 
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9 And the attributes of the Bhunian that are mention- 
•ed, the absence of seeing, hearing tic , other things, bliss- 
fulness, immortality, establishment m his own glory, all- 
pervasiveness, and being the seif of all, are all possible 
■only of the Supreme Self Hence the Supreme Self alone 
is the Bhhna 
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30 T)ie Akthara if the Supreme SeJ/ ott account 
of Its tuppoiiinf! all phenomena The AkiJura mentioned 
in the BnhaJdranjata Upnnisliad (hi 8 7 6) U iheSuprcmc 
Self and not a letter on account of its supportini; oil 
phenomena bejjinninfj iKath t3>c earth and ending iq the 
ether There ha\ing spoken of aJI phenomena oa iupported 
by ether the scripture introduces this Atsliam with the 
<luestKm ‘^In fihat i* ether woven like warp and woof?" 
find condodc* thus — “Yenlj O Girp it is m this 
Ak'sham that ether is woven like warp and woof Not, 
ft is not possible for finy one or anythinR else than Urahman 
to foppon all phenomena 
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U And tins IS the work of the Supreme Lord only 
on account of command And this, the supporting of nil 
pbeooi lenn beginning wnth the earth and ending In ether is 
the work of the Suina w Lord alone Why ? — On account 
of command — for texts like **By the command of that 
Aksham, O G&rgf the tun and the moon exist supported 
(Br fii 8, 9) speak of supporting by command. Now 
commandmg is the work of the Supreme Lord It is not 
possible for an Inanimate object 
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12 Ai:d on account of its being distinguished from 
things ‘iohich are diffcicnt And for this reason also is 
the Akshara nothing but the Supreme Self, that scripture 
distinguishes the Akshara from ‘things which are difTerent,’ 
that IS inanimate objects such as letters, for instance 
in the te\t That Akshara, O Gargi, is an unseen seer, 
an unheard hearer, an unthought of thinker and an unknown 
knower ’’ (Br iii !S 1 1) 
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13 It IS he, for he ts spoken of as the object of sight. 
The Out mentioned m the fifth prasna (question) of the 
Piasna Upanishad is ‘he’, the Supreme Self, and none 
else, for the scriptural text, “from this Concentration of 
life (i e the source of all life) he sees the Person, higher than 
the high and pervading aU organisms” (Pr v 5 ) speaks 
of him as the object of sight, that is of meditation 
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M The iT^ialf 6kiia (ether) $i iirahman oo nccount 
ft/ iJ e Muhee^uertt (irgnr*ienlt In the ChluInJo/i^a UpJt 
m^hid (\*jii ] 1 ) II 14 cud In thi> nl) of IfrahmAO 
Ihrre fs a «null lotus m a {vUace ificre is the iirvUI liiitJ 
And td^ai is in that is to l>r soucht n/trf lo he understood 
The small ether poV-en of Itere is ih** Supreme Lord and 
not elemental ether or the indniJual sell Why ? — On ac 
count of the arguments in ilic »ub*-equent scDicncc Those 
arfTuroenls are — “As brRc as is this ittJsa w Luge is tlic 
dkdsa Within the heart both hea\ca and caith arc contained 
In it lioth fire and an both the sun and the moon the 
lictlimicg as s\cll 01 the stars and whales cr there is m this 
world of the self and whaicser r; not all is contained in it 
(\lii 1 3) Now the aiiribuies mentioned hero me possible 
onl) of the Supreme Lord 
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15 The " small” (dkdsa) ts Brahman on account of 
£otng and a term, for thus ts tt seen, and this seeing is 
a sign For this reason also is the Supreme Lord alone 
the “small” that at the end of the passage treating 
of the “small” there is the mention of a going and 
there is 'the term “Brahmaloka,” both of which refer 
to the Supreme Lord “All these creatures,” it is 
said, “day after day going mto that Brahma- world 
do not discover it ” {Ch vni 3 2) This passage speaks 
of the “small” in the teiui “Brahma-world” and of 
individual selves called “creatures” as going there, and 
thus shows that the “small” is Brahman And in another 
scriptural text, “He, my dear, becomes united with the 
True &c ” {Ch vi 8 1 ) we read of the self going to 

Brahman in idreamless sleep, and this becomes a sign or 
proof that the “small” means Brahman 

’ FIJI'S IVUSH^ — ‘Vd^ ^ 

^iiPr f^cTi icnsci ” ( 1° I 
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t<« I rt nr» «i*T r< \ n*rt — 

-f T-^1 « I fi « *1 t rV «» t fi ^ir** rr ^ 

<TT*^ ncj^cn {%\ «. <^1 

17 \nJ on utrcTr^nf o/ tfw nrorjin/ ^lrI i/^m- }l knt 
Aoil fcr thi< rcavn alto i ihr ''uprmv* I^rJ nl il r 
t*naJl, brai<lhci<rm \ ncll Lnoskn t r*'-\n y 

ihe Saprerne I^J /or ne find II irrJ »n ihi tm-r in i h 
texts Oj the foIlowinR — \eril> U Jra it the retcaJef of 
narnen and forra^ (Cft \ii» M 10) \ only nil the r 

brtcCT take tbeir rue Iroro {Ch u 9 I ) 
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18 If it be said, J)om the mention of the othci one, 
that that IS meant, say ‘Ko\ because of the vnpos- 
sibJtfy If It be doubted lliut because at the end of tlie 
passage the other one, that IS the indi\ idual self, is meant 
by the “small," then we must say that this doubt should 
not be cherished, because the attributes of sinlcssness <S.c , 
are impossible in the case of the mduidual self 
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19 If the doubt a\ tscs from a subsequent passage, u'c 
say that theic the individual self, with its true natuic 
manifested, is spoken of If the doubt that the “small" 
IS the individual self arises from a subsequent passage 
where Prajapati speaks, for instance the text, “Thus does 
this serene being, rising above this body, and ha^ mg reached 
the highest light, appears in its own form” (C/i \nii 12 3), 
then it is not reasonable, for that passage speaks of the 
individual self \Mth its unitj’- with Brahman manifested 
through the power of knowledge ‘Tn’ (but) rejects the 
objector’s view 

Ro I I 



20 Atid thi rtfcrcncc hat another tneaninR And 
the reference to the indi\‘ldaal et the end of the paa«Re 
Ircatmtj of the tmnir has nnothcr raeanbe — it is meant 
(0 Kt forth the real nature of the Supreme Lord 




21 1/ the doubt anutfrom the tcrtptural declaration 

of ttrujllnett it hat been antwered eJtncbere If it ts 
objected that the small does not mean the Sopreme Lord 
becatise the term dahara means small and scripture 
speaks of the dahara dkdsa os small then we say that v.-o 
haNT answered the objection m the seventh aphorism of 
the second pdda 
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22 On account of t eflecttng, he who ts spoken of in 
the Miindaka text is the Supienie Self And “his” &c. 
indicates that Self The Mnndaka Upanishad says, 
“The sun does not shine there, nor do the moon and the 
stars These lightnings do not shine there How can this 
fire ? After that shining One alone does all shine All this 
shines by his light ” (II 2-10) The aU-revealing Self spoken 
of here is the Supreme Self Why ? On account of 
‘reflecting,’ for in the clause “All shines after him” all things 
are said to reflect him ‘And his,’ i e “And all this shines 
by his light,” also indicates the Supreme Self 
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23 And this is said in the Smuti also And that 
aspect of the Supreme Self which reveals all things, is also 
spoken of in the fifteenth chapter of the Bhagavadgitd 
Sill I if i, thus, — “Neither the sun nor the moon nor fire reveals 
that abode (or aspect) of mine from which no one returns ” 
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(Verso 6) The light In the sun ^vhlch IllumimUcs the 
whole world that which Is in the moon and in fire, — know 
that light to be mine (\er»o 12) 
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24 The measurecT ts Brahman from tho term 
itself In the Kathopanishad chap. II i-alli 1 it iB said — 
— **The Person of the sire of the thumb is seated in the 
middle part of tho body Ho is the Regulator of tho 
past and the future. So tho wiseman docs not hate any 
one. This is that. Tho Person of the size of the 
thumb is liko a light without eraoko. He is tho Regu 
lotor of the post and tho future. He is today and he will 
bo tomorrow (12,13 ) Now from the term itself that 
is from such words in the tost quoted as Regulator which 
mean the Supreme Self it is proved that the measured 
that is the Person of the size of tho thumb mentioned 
m the text la the Supreme Solf alone, and not the. 
individual 













25 It ts so described loith i cfercnce to the heart 
because the study of the SC) tpf 111 es ts man's sphere As 
the study of the scriptures is man’s sphere, the Supreme 
Self is described as of the size of a thumb- with reference to 
its'dwelling in man’s heart, which is of the size of a thumb 
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26 According to Bddat dyana beings above man are 
•also entitled to that study, for that ts possible The 
teacher, Badardyana, thinks that beings such as the gods, 
who are above man, are also entitled to the study of the 
scriptures, for m their case also these causes, for instance 
that of having bodies, that give that title, do exist 
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27 It c^intiof be taid that this it opposed to 
sacrificial ntes for the scnptiires speak of their asstiin 
inQ many forms Tbough nothing stands in the way of 
the gods being entitled to the ttady of the senptures, yet 
It may be said that this is opposed to the perfonnance of 
aacnfioal rites, for the presence of the same embodied 
god at the same time at different eaenhees is unreasonable. 
But it 18 not so for scripture speaks of the same god 
assoinhig many forms 
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28. It cannot be said that it is opposed to the 
Word for the world on&inates from it as appears from 
Srutl and Smnti It may be said that though not opposed 
to aacnficial ntes, it (the gods btio to scripture in virtue 
of their bemg embodied) is opposed to the ‘Word The 
Ptlfrd SlmdnsA establishes the euthontativeness of the 









Veda on the fact of the eternal connection of ^^ord and 
meaning and sho>vs tiiat the gods are of the nature of 
inariias (Vcdic texts) If the/ were supposed to ha\e 
bodies, their non eternity •nould result from such a sup 
position, and if eternal words were supposed to ha\e non- 
eternal meanings, the eternal connection of v ord and 
meaning ^\ould be destroyed and the authoritativeness 
of the Veda would become questionable But vve say 
that all tins would not follov Tor ‘from this,' that is- 
from Vedic words, the world, including the gods, originates 
Of substances, qualities and actions, it is indeed the indivi- 
duals, and not the species, that originate, and it is with 
the species, and not with the indivuduals, that words are 
eternrdly connected But how do w c know that the world 
originates from Vedic w'ords ? Fron* piatyahsha, direct 
Icnowledge, and anuindna inference The Sntit is direct 
knowledge, for it does not depend on any thing else for its 
proof , and the Suniti is inference, for it depends on Sniii 
Both of them declare that the w’^orld proceeds from the; 
Word 
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29 And fi oni this follorvs etermty And from this, — ’ 
from the origination of the world, including the gods, from 
Vedic words, there follows the eternity of these words 
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30 Af:d on account of the tamenta% of name and 
form til the renoxxriion of the xporld there ts no contra 
diction as appears from Sruti and Smiid /Vnd oa, m 
thfl creation of the world after its destrucbont the names 
and forms of the pronous cycle remain the same the above 
doctrine remains uncontradlcted- That is^ even at the 
destruction of the world the worlds Including the gods is 
not destroyed once for all Therefore, as the gods and 
other things, the meanmgs of the Vodic worda, are relatively 
eternal, the authontativeness of the Veda is no way 
projodicetL But how we know that names and forms 
lemn n the same ? — From the Sruti and the Smriii 
both of which declare this A Sruti text says, ‘The 



Creator made the sun, the moon, the sky, the earth, the 
middle regions and heaven, as they were before ’’ 
(Rtk \ 120 3 ) And a Smriti text, “O son of Kuntf, 
at the end of a cycle all things return to my [lower] nature 
at the beginning of [every] cycle I create them agam 
With the instrumentality of my [lower] nature I create 
again and agam this assemblage of creatures, devoid of 
freedom, being subject to [their respective! natures 
[moulded by previous deeds ”] {Bh ix 7, 8) 
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32 As the gods can have no title to the ‘Madhu 
and other vidyas, Jaiintni thinks they have no title to 
any vidya The Madhu Vidy^’ given in the third chapter 
■of the Chhdndogya Upanishad consists of the worship of 
the gods , the gods therefore can have no title to it On 
account of this impossibility of the gods having title to 
the Madhu’ and other vidyds (meditations) the teacher, 
Jaimini, thinks they are unentitled to all vidyds 
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Inti because deva i« of^^ieJ lo light As the 
tt-OTd» \ditj-a and the hU meanmR the rocIp arc 
applied to light to shining g!ob«t—tho gtxl< and iach 
other objects are only inanimate things llVe mtuL I rom 
this also Jaimini thinks they ha\e no title to the study of 
the \ edas. 
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33 But DdJardjaiia aJnuts the existence of Ihu title 
as therx. ts a fKJwr tn the gods to rujiime bodies Hut 
Bidarfj’ana thinks that the gods are entitled to llte study 
of the Vedas, for they hav'C the power of assuming bodic'; 
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34 The tci/it ‘Slid) a' exp) esses his so))Ow, as he 
had hea)d a speech disiespecffnl to huiiself a, id had 
:gO!ic xoifh that grief This aphorism is meant to meet 
the following objection — A Sudra is not entitled to the 
vidyds, as he cannot study the Vedas How is it then 
that the title of Janasruti, a Sudra, to the Sambarga VidyA 
§iven m the fourth chapter of the Chhaiidogya Upanishad 
is recognised ? Now, the fact is that the term ‘Sudra’ 
used by Raikva in the dialogue between him and JAnasruti 
given in the passage in question does not mean caste 
For, as he had heard himself disrespectful]}’’ spoken of by 
a flamingo and had gone to Raikva with sorrow caused 
thereby, the term ‘Sudra’ uttered by Raikva expresses 
Jdnasmti’s sorrow or his going with sorro\/ 


I yclTll^T 

35 And because the Kshati lyahood of Jdiiasrutt ts 
established by a via) k, -his being mentioned later on 
xoith Chitra) atha For this reason also the term ‘Siidra’ 
uttered by Raikva does not mean caste, that the Kshatriya- 
hood of JAnasruti is established by a mark, namely his 
being mentioned along (m the same section) with a 
Kshatriya named Chitraratha later on, that is at the end 
of the passage containing the Sambarga VidyA (iv 3 5) 
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36 tmf on account the metitton t^f f^nficator^ 
cerentomes (tn the case of the Ut^hcr caster/ ani of their 
absence tn the case of SiUras \nd for thj^ rei on al o 
are the Sildrvs unealitled to the thii in «r\cnl 

passages dealuiff nth them (for jnRiancc Chit \m I 1 
Pr \ I ) punficator) ceremonies like the uftanayana 
we meotiooed, rhile m the case of the Sddras the nbs<»iKtJ 
of such Cucj onics is often spoken of (for instance m Manu 
X 4 and X 126) 
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37 And because Gautama proceeded to tnthate 
Jdbdid on the ascertainment of hts not betn^ a Sidra 
And for this reason also are the Sfidras onentitled to the 
xndyds that In ihe fourth chapter of Iho Chhdndogya 
Upamahad in the dialogno between Gautama and Satya 
kima, the former proceeded to Initiate the latter only 
when it had been asccrlabed that ho was not n Siidm. 
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41 The Akasa' ts Brahman, as ha ts spoken of as 
somethtna different &c It is said m the Chhatidogya 
Upanishad, Verily Akasa' is the revealer of names and 
forms , that within which these are contained is Brahman, 
the Immortal, the Self (vui 14 1 ) The Akasa (ether) 
mentioned here is the Supreme Self, and not elemental 
ether, for in the words within which these are contained” 
scnpture indicates Brahman by such marks as differentia- 
tion from names and forms There cannot be anything 
else than Brahman that is different from names and forms, 
for all phenomena are evolved from names and forms 
Besides, nothing else than Brahman can reveal names 
and forms, for the Sruti speaks of the creative agency 
of Brahman in the words, “ThisiDeity willed, ‘Well, let 
me enter these three deities with this living self and 
reveal names and forms” (C/i. vi 3 2 ) The words, 
"That IS Brahman, the Immortal, the Self” are also 
indications that Brahman is meant here 
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^2. The Self It Brahman because he is spoben of 
as different in dr amless tJeep and departure In the 
foarlh chapter ot Ihe Bnhadiranyaka Upaoishad ihe 
Sru/i be^os with Who it that (cli ? lie who is witbm 
the heart, onwng the prdnas Ihe person of Jlphi consistinp 
of knowledge^ (i\ 3 7) and gives a lengthy exposition 
of the natore of the self The self roentioneil here is the 
mprerao and not the iranimigraung self for scnpiuro 
speaks of the Sapreme Self as diflerait from the embodied 
self in the states of dreamless sleep and departure from 
the body 
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43 And on account qf such vords as Lortf <?e That 
this pawffe treats of the natore of the non transmigrating 
Sdf fcs also known from the fact that such words os Lord 
&a, m the pnwgB “He is the Lord of nil the King of oil 
the Protector of nil Ac. (iv 4 22) set forth the nature 
of the non tmri'tmigrftting Self 
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1 1/ tt be said that the ‘‘avyakta” of one schoolis the 

infer) ed- ‘Pradhdna' , then we say “no", for the ter))) 
refers to the body likened to a chariot, and sciipture 
shows this We read in the Katha Upanishad — ‘'Th& 
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objects are lupertor to the senses^ the tchsoriom 1$ foperlor 
to the object*, the ondernAndinj; tnpcHor to the setu^rjum 
and the crtat self (the cosmic self HImaj’aparbha) lopcrior 
to the uaderstandinR: The onde\xloped is serperior to the 
BTcat seJf and the Supremo Person superior to the 
UDde^eIopcd, TTiero is aothinfr superior to iho Person 
he IS the end the highest poaL (1 3 lO 11) The author 
of the aphoriKtis shoe's thftt the ai'yahta or undeveloped is 
not the Pradhina. If it be said that the m 7 ri^/rr of one 
school — the Kathas— seems to be the inferred that ti 
the Pradhiaa spoVen of in the SinVhya Smrili and that is 
the cause of the world, then wc sa) no for it is the body 
likened to a chanot and not the Pradhlna fanaed b) 
the Sdakhj-a, that is meant by the term avyakta \nd 
senptore thoer* the likeness of the body to n chariot by 
eayiag “Know the self to be the charwteer and ibe body to 
be the chanot ^c. la another passage (l 3 3 ) 
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Z But the xubtU body »» ntc(mt for the namt $intt 
*t Bat the avyakta ii the subtle body for the name 
avyakla tult* that alone and not the gross body 
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3 The subtle body ts superior to the individual self 
because of dependence on it, as objects The subtle body 
IS supenor to the individual self, because the bondage and 
liberation of the latter is dependent on the former, “The 
undeveloped is supenor to the great self ” *As objects,’ 
that IS as, in the same passage, objects are said to be 
supenor to the senses because the functions of the latter 
are dependent on objects 
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4 The 'avyakta' is not the Pradhdna also because it 
IS not spoken of as something to be known The ^avyakta' 
is not spoken of here as something to be known For this 
reason also the Pradhdna is not meant by the 'avyakta ’ 
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5 If yitu lay Ihe text xfeakx o/ PraJhdria vr xay 
no for the Intelhsent Self i» here etnten of became of 
the section If you sri) that the hatha text ‘That v hicli 
11 withont tpeech Ynthoat touch without fomi without 
decoy without talte without imell elcmol wilhoot becin 
nlns and end sreoter than the Kieat and unchanseable — 
Icnowins that the worihlppcr ii delii'cied from the mouth 
of Death" (1 3 13) tpeaki of the I’radblna uuuht by the 
Slnkhya, then we say no foe the InlelliBcnl Supreme Self 
la realli spoken of here, becaose this section relates to the 
Intelligent Self 
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6 And there is tliuM a mentton of and a queition 
ahcul only three tbsngt For this reasOD also is the Pm 
dhina not meant by the term ovyakta nor on object to bo 
knOTvn that in this section only three thinjys, — fire, the 
IndivIdDal self and the Sapteme Self —are TOcnlloned thus 
that is ns thing* to bo spoken of by way of granting a boon 
and the qaasiioo relates to the*o three things only There 
15 neithfir a mention of nora question about any other thing 
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7 And the case is like ihai of mahat And for this 
reason also is avyakia the Pradhilna, — As the Silnhhyas 
■apply the term “in alt at” to the mere substance first genera- 
ted, and not m the Yedic sense, so tlie term avyakta, as 
used m the Veda, cannot denote the Pradhfina 

’rel Mail ticfirtlSf MOMl I 

9 St) 

il ( aiy. ) 

"'Woir Wn+i_ ^Fn n I 

i ®° ^1^1^ ) Mi4i 'qftiHci:, irct 

^ ai'Wcl 5TcT‘ 'qlg I 

8 ‘Ajd’ does not mean the Pradhdna on account of 
the absence of any special chatactenshc, as tii the case of 
the spoon “It is said in the Svetdsvatara Upamshad — 

The one she-goat or unborn (Nature or elementary subs- 



tara) red wUle and black, boring many crohno and 

uniform— some unborn (kIO Mo nor her and enjop her 

vhllo some other unborn (telf) abandons her alter she has 
been enjoj ed (!i 5 ) It cannot be said that the "unborn 
spoken of here is the I radhdna taught by the S<nkhyn. 
For there is no reason to toko the word in that special 
sense As in the case of the spoon that is ns it cannot 
bo stud that in the test There is a cup having its mouth 
below and its bottom aboso (Br II 2. 3 ) a particular 
spoon is distiiKtIy meant for in etery case the idea of 
having the mouth below 3.C. applies more or less so in 
this case. 


1 1 T! 'owlun 11% i 

^ I ‘oui f? 'it toHj*' — 

*iL — 'ssr vPn BBi'eitvH I 

9 But the elemenlM besinnvig with light are meant 
■by ajdf far some teach this But this ajd is to bo 
miderstood as tho substance of tho four lands of elements 
beginning ^th light nod consistlog of teja ap and anna 
Why 7 — For some, that Is tho Chblndogyai, teach this 
in the 6rst four verses of the fourth section of the sixth 
chapter of their Upanishad 


t 1 inn wr •j’vwJI Bunniii ^ 
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ttiHftieralfd the PraJhdna Sc arc not to be taken asmen 
itoned in the scriptures for the Sdnkhya cateftortes are 
dixfcnc and there is cjxcss ThouRh certain catepones 
nr® ranmemted in lb® Dnhfldimnjpfftct In Khotn 

the five fi\'e people and ether rest hltn alone I believe to 
be the Self I who knon and am immortal bcUe\o him to 
bo Brahman the immortal (iv d 17) It muit not bo 
apprehended that the Pradhina 5.-C. are tauRht in the 
Srutt Why not ?— For the twenty fi'o Sinkhya calc 
gones ore di\*er5e and e\ery fi\e of them ha\c do common 
characterislica by teaa&on of which they may bo Included 
by fi\a and fi\e in the total twenty five So by five five 
people the twenty five catefronee ore not meant Artd 
aUo becauM there la eaceas, the twent> fiv*e calefrories 
cannot be meant The addition of ether and the »eU 
nuke* the Vedic categories moro than twealyfive.* 


It j M irtT WT ^ *TT Hunni I 

w •ftro >frt h it?- firj 

(•l«il^) ^ ’n wwr I 

I 

YL The five five people are breath &c^ as appears 

* Aa to the five principal Imtlnn tribea of Vedic times, 
MO the Editor i Krishna and the Puranat But the 
author of the ophodttna gives a psychological Inlerprotation 
of the pharso Hoaeu i 



Siom the end of the passages. Life See., thnt is life, the 
eye, the ear, food and the sensonum are meant by “the five 
five people” for these arc the things that arc mentioned at 
the end of the passage, thus, they r\ ho know the life of 
life, the eye of the eye, the ear of the car, and the manas 
(mind or sensonum)” (iv 4 18) On account of their 
being related to people, the word “people” is applied to 
life &c. 


I 1 

U I ‘>j5igT’ rrifisrfn — 

•qfq ( i 3|8|\< ) ‘5f|kiqf 

"»f?f swliiq I 

13 111 the case of some, the number is made up by 
light' ill the absence of 'food ’ In the case of one school, 
the Kdnvas, though ‘food’ is absent, the number is made 
up by light’ mentioned in the preceding verse (iv 4 16) 

'iiRrtlq 

^ 'ql?! 1 

14 NoUotth standing diveisity of viexvs as to things 
created, like ether &c , theie is no diversity as to the 
Creator, as he is mentioned in one passage as well as in 
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others It most not be apprehended UuU there is any 
diNemtyof views in the Vedanta passof^es as regards the 
cause of the world, for notwithstaadiaff di^’crsity of Mew& 
in the dlfiferent Vedontas as to the ordsr ia which things 
like ether were created the some omniscient, all 
pervading and andi\'lded Lord of oil who Is assigned os 
the Cause in the one Vedanta, Is mentioned as the Cause In 
the others also 


tSLI 

U I Nrert ) ftn ^ ww ^ pKieid 

twH \ 1 ^ *nr 

>*^5 rtfrt I (nit ftsf'-fn i (tmO 

ift HjRf »jni^^fh I 

15 No absolute non~extf1ence ts nitant for there i» 
a re statement — By such text* as Non being indeed woa 
this m the beginning {Taitt ii 7 1) scripture does not 
declare a selfless non being os the cause- Why not ? 
For there la a re-statement that is. In the paasogo, If any 
one thiukt Brahmen to be non exvatent, he himself becomes 
non-existent,^ (Ih 6 3 ) scnptuns condernn^ the tenet of 
noa-cxistoDco and having aacertamed the existent Bmhmnn 
as the inner self In the form of the successive sheaths 
beginning with the nutrimontal, re assorts the same with 
the words He willed" &xu 








li, I 1 

U I '4,H?mnT-rTTT'^nr-:^ir; '~>i '‘’;i '’f ’tr-'. ^ rjTTini v-^m. 

» 

^ FTr^vm ^ M':en ^rTT t’ 1 \ rin ^pro: qrii''vr tn?, ^ 

^\n JT T\n Ul'“ V. I -K',- r— T;>n--’‘qnr;"jTJ:-: I 

^rrafrn nrcr^'t, n i 

IG The " htQU’e:hlc" ii t}tc S'tfn L ini Lord /or the 
id /It pLi<:oii" JHcan^ tltc xoorld In the Kaifthltaki 
Brahman Upanishad jt is saul, — “O B.iliki, he who is the 
creator of these porson*^, he of v, honi llic'^e arc creations, 
\crily he IS to he know n " (t\ 19) lie who is tlcscnhccl 

in this pi-ssafjfl as to he 1 nown” is tlic Supreme Lord, and 
not the mduulual self or tile chief Mtal air, for the "per- 
sons” in the passage means the world Tlic world directly 
proximate is indicated hi the word "these” and spoken of 
as the work of him who is to he known 


wsilhai-'^ I 

statement he questioned because of the 
marks of the individual self and the chief vital air, then 
"toe say that vie have already explained this. An 
objection is met here If it be said that because at the 
end of the above passage there are the marks showing 
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cyHvldiol wll wid the chief \ital nir are mcinl 
therefore It is not reawaable to understand the Supreme 
Lord by the aboi.e v^'Ord then we M> that v,c ha^ 
already explained thli before In the 3lst apWIsin of pAda 
1 Chap. L 


I ^*qiq#Q afuffT fl'j6UiiWJl'ln33l«rn I 

tci i(rf>nw eirt *=fri 

^ tra: ^ \ 

nw *— WTR^ n ^ m i hi'oi^i\ 

^ •V'-«i.'v ^ wiirrtf 

twSii n «tn ‘(fhs'OH cimTi^mr »r3n 
firti fictrfirs i«M*5 ST^ nnwnn I 

ti%i^ ^ \ iircT imt •.’lih, 

rrtui 1 

^ ^ lit nif<B*i,— ^ 
t 

18. Jatfturu thinks ifw pastage has another iwPcri 
from the Question and the explanation and «o thinks one 
school And It is not to be disputed whether this passage 
dael# with the individnaJ tetf or with Brahmon for JoJmini 
thlnlfi that it has another import -“that it deals with the 
Individual sdi Vn order to eatabUBh Brahinan How ) — 
It appoan from the qnestlon and the answer In the p^ssn^e. 
The question^ which Is about a pereofl roused from tieep 
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IS this, “Wherein, O BAldki, did this person sleep ? Where 
was this person ? Where did this person come from ?” 
(Kau IV. 19) The answer and the explanation follow, — 
“When the individual sleeps and does not dream, then he 
becomes one with this life When he awakes, then, as 
sparks from a burning fire fly around, so from this Self fly 
around the senses towards their respective seats, from the 
senses the cosmic powers, from the cosmic powers the 
worlds ” The Upanishad concludes that in deep sleep 
the individual self attains unity with the Supreme Brahman 
and from the Supreme Brahman goes out the world beginning 
with the vital air And one school, the VAjasaneyins, also 
says the same thing in the Bnhaddi anyaka Upanishad 
(ii 1 16) 


1 ( ^18, 818, 1 “tllrHl ^ 'ill 

^ '111 >hrtll 

'8'=^ ( 818,1^ ) I •Hd m+llt*ll ^ I 

— ‘^Wl-ddlrl,’ cr(tHv( -H-dMKl, m ^ 

m8lrni8 irfh 'Sjpucticnid I 

19 The self to he seen &c is the Supreme Self 
because of the reference of the passage In the Maitreyi 
Brahmaiia' of the Bnhaddranyaka Upanishad (ii 4 , iv 5) 
we read Verily the Self is to be seen, heard, understood 
and deeply meditated upon, O Maitreyi When the Self has 
been seen, heard, understood and known, then all this is 
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known** (i\ 5 6,) Here It U the Supreme ScU 1< 
lAoght as the object to bo »etn ^c. \\Tiy ? flecaoje of th'' 
reference of the pi^sar^e — when conuJcrcrf from bepinnmPT 
to end^it U seen m a]| its port* to refer to the Supreme Self 


K* I tfffnnf^pKfiHn*t<«t \ 

\ I Pmf! nni^ rt fsr^ 

*r^ tfh 5 1 rmc n'h-i'.i fq < •iTJ'h 

fee'll*' i s'firi r*n)s*t cf 
rnxini'uq^*n«vnrsjVcTimvTOir^— itfliSTUH'J <i«r^ j 

20 Atmanrthya thtnki thni the »'<’^nrirnM/iort c/ 
the ut/ at tomeththg to be uen fk is the ttRn of the 
fulfilment of the “iromise There is a pn>miso id this 
passaffe,— The self bein? known aJl ibis is known and 
also. All this is tliat self Now this mark — the slate 
ment that the self denoted by the word dear is to be 
indicatei the fulhlment of the promise It i$ for 
the foiaimeat of the promise that the Indivddoal and the 
Sop diue Self arc taught in the begioningias identical so 
thinks the teacher Asmarathya. 


Ml dmeiq, hR-wi^f^ 

pfiei^trifr tPf'qlipJrtV iTw?ri 

21 AtiduloMi thinks that Ihis teachius ts due to that 

< 
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state (identity with Brahman) of the self The teacher 
Audulomi, thinks that on account of that state, — that is 
identity with Brahman, of the individual self, when 
risen or liberated from its contact with the body and other 
adjuncts, it is taught in the beginning as so identical 


22 Kdsakntsna thinks ti is due to its existence in 
that form The teacher Kdsakntsna thinks that because 
the Supreme Self exists in the form of the individual, there- 
fore senpture teaches this m the beginning. 


I kTKt^i-lviKV ‘JJ ^ ^^^1 I 

“-del -yd Vmruvicl »lqfr- 

(q^Ud Pi^)tcifh(ct” ( ?5To ^1^, ^ ) I HI ^=^-r<^'aN 

1 '*<rH 

( ’51° ^1^ ) I 

23 Brahman is also the material causCt as this 
doctrine is consistent with the promise and the example 
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Bmbmnn is both the material and the occasiopal canse of 
the world, and not merely its occasional cause. For thus 
only are the scnptuittl promise and example fonnd to be 
eelf-^^Rtent The promise — knowing all by knowing one, 
— IS as follows ' — Have yon asked for that instmcbon by 
which that which is not beard becomes heard, that which is 
not known becumea known ? TCWkyi 2 3) It Is only by 
knowing the material canse that all is known for the effect 
IS one with the material canse. The example, such as clay 
iron gold Is os foDows — My dear as by one clod of clay 
all that IS made of clay is known the modiScation being 
merely a name created by speech while the tmth Is that it 
18 merely clay " &c, f ' Chh vi 3) 


I I 

I 'iRodi' — "n wt ( »i tnn ) ift I 

KS|Qi4 ^ I 

24 This ts also proved by the statement of purpose 
Purpose means the creative purpose — “May I be many 
may I multiply 1 {Chh vi 2. 3 ) From the scriptural 
teaching of this purpose nlw follows the tmth that Brahman 
IS both the efheient and the material cause of the world 


=^4 1 I 
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Trvrai^ M^-q^ qr}^ q<q jiRj'S+i i 


25 Also by the teaching that Brahman is the dii ect 
cause of both creation and dissolution For this reason 
also IS Brahman the material cause that Scripture teaches 
that Brahman is directly the matenal cause of both creation 
and dissolution Thus, “All these beings take their rise 
from Akdsa (meaning Brahman) and return into Akdsa” 
{Chh I 9. 1 ) Now, it IS well-known that the material 
cause of a thing is that from which it rises and into which 
it returns 


^4 I 1 

I ^ciq ITilifh qc|^=tiK<U “ciqiWN ^q+f^Kicl” 

( ) 'iRt =h‘n^ ==[ <ii4qRi 1 qiq tw 

fmq+ii<yt4 ? — ‘itR'^wicC y^'qlk'S. '»)R f% tit '**''*^' 

Riilq'u Rq\Kif*iH i ‘wR^umit’ ^.Ri 

tjfit,’ qcqiK^ st'Siu RqutK+int 

"qq trRtjiq — “€9 tq«ivrqt» ) 

wiRqi I 

26 This IS proved by the self making itself by modi- 
fication For this reason also is Brahman the material 
Cause, that in speaking of Brahman in the words, “it 
made itself” {Taitt ii 7) scripture represents Brahman 
as both the subject and object of action. But how could 
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«j3methioR aJfcady taUlIm? makeilself ?— liy modificntlon 
The Mlf thooRh already existing chanced itself into a 
certain efTcct If ”b) modification were Lalfcn as a distinct 
aphorism the meaninR would be this — Por this rca^a also 
IS Brahman the matenal caa -c iMt tcripturc thus speaki 
of Brahman himself as havioff modified him^If into the 
form of an effect — “lie became *n/ (what has form) and 
tyat (vhat is formless) the dehoed and the undefined. 
(Taitt ii G) 


I olfsTTi ft JikS 1 

te I m ttJ «. ^ to ctfs* Tfa eeei in--? — 

go< 1 ifk 'Ot m/n 

27 And because Brahman ts afioten of os the source 
Tor this reason also is Brahman the malenaJ cause that in 
the Vedoalat he Is spoken of tis the source TTios, “rhe 
Creator the Lord the source of (the lorrer) Brahman 
{Hurt ill I 3 ) and “That source of IhlnRs which the wise 
sec {^Jun u 1 G) Now it is well known that “source 
means a material canse 


I «4t»«4ini I 
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I ^ ■??Pf -sllclsyl. I ‘«^i'2!Jlc1l 

55THsMW\.’ ^rcf '*r-yi'4y+1irft 5Dcl<4f?I I 

58 Hereby all are cxplatncd, arc explained Here 
by, by this senes of arguments refuting the Sdnkhya 
doctrine of Pradhana, all, that is such theories also as that 
atoms are the cause of the world, are explained by way of 
refutation It should be known that they too are opposed 
to the scriptures The repetition of the phrase “are ex- 
plained” indicates the end of the chapter 



^r^rivi >tTO ftflWsns 

t.M« UIC — Hlw4lf< wfnwa®''‘ti^ 

fintoriTn 


^ 1 nfn 

\i •i.«n^<i;*i •I'nfttM'i ifnirn i ?;Ai™-— »ir 

inrf^s'Jnn 

tfm *jV ^ n^^uftn* vrcr >n4«r -nl \ r 

lOi ^ I «rf^ 'Hfijin ^ 

rv.«i » 

1 // It be taid that in that case the Stinkhya Smriti 

voutd be unienabie trc say no for in the other ease the 
other smntis vould be untenable An objection bnsed on 
the doctrine of Brahman os tho caoso bdnff opposed to the 
SAnUhya Smn/i is ml«d and answered Tho Pdnapaksha 
(objector) tayi — If it be said that in case the doctrine of 
Brahman as canso be accepted tho objection of the unten 
ableness of the smnti rroold arise that Is the Sinkhya 
Smnh which teaches a canso other than Brahman and 
other jmn/fs a^eeins: with it would be untenable, we say 
No If the doctrine of Bmbraaa as cause were to bo reject 









€d on the ground that in that cause some smritt or srnnUs 
would be untenable, the objection would arise that on its 
rejection other smntiSi those which teach the causahty of 
Brahman, would be untenable ’ 


I I 

tTRvj|+t5»f 'oRnctiR ^ cliPi ^ ^ I 

2 And on account of the non-recogmUon of the 
others On this ground also is the objection of the untenable- 
ness of smnti invalid, that the inahat and others imagined 
as other than and effects of PradhAna in the Sinkhya Smnti 
are recognised neither in the Vedas not in the world 


^ 1 itciiKi: I 

^ I Veil’ IfonKsyTrrr 

<• C v5 

3 By this Yoga is answered It should be seen that 
by thus rejecting the Sinkhya Smnti the Yoga Smritt also 
Is rejected And yet the SSnkhyas imagine, in opposition to 
the Sruti, an independent cause called Pradhllna and Mahat 
and others as its effects, things which are unknown both to 
±he Vedas and to people m general. 
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• I n ^ it,j — s« I rrn 

TTvm.rr rwt»r»^*ii ^ rr^nvr»^ "r^ i *rre^^^ ^ 

TCV M ^ I rvi «xinii 

( ^t< ) rr-^fum- i.^ *101 rv^ f 

X%r^ rrij^-Tr/fi I 

nl ^'f^'^i.ivl •’c^r rci-irxf^ 

“ffnn tiiR ( \\ 4,^,1 ) »*in xrn tt:n ( n <(tii ) 

^ ^ ift cm 

U% *,ri re T(n ( ft cure ) t trtu 
•nq (ft ^iti* vf*rrai ^ «n^i t 


4 The tJoctane a net true on nccount of its (the 
vorltTs) dutinet nature xrhich if tatif>ht in the Vedas 
The docinne of DraJiman ns cause isatram objecictJ lo on 
pTcmods of reason — On account of iu disUnclkw — Iho dis 
tjncuon of an onconsoous nod Impure uwld — from a con 
tdous and holy Urahman, the doctrine of nrahmao as cause 
It not rcaioaable That it Isco, — that Nature is distinct from 
Brahman —Is known from tcripturc nJso. In the words 
**0005010^1 and unconscious, ecripture b> recopnisiog the 
unconscjous os a certain dhdtion of realit> admit* on 
unconscious world distinct from Brahman. But some 
times scripture speaks of thing* regarded a* uncon*dous 
as if they were conwnous, Ibu* Earth said That light 
thought fCh \i 2J ) ‘Thfltwnlerlboaght (Ch vi.2.3)are 
text* bearing on the consaousnes* of the elements- Those 
on the consciousness of the scnscsorc “The senses, quarrel 
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ing about their respective superiority, went to Brahman,' 
(Br VI 1. 7), “They said to speech, ‘Do sing for us’ ” 
(Br 13 2 ) &c The answer to this objection is given in 
the 5th aphorism 

^cut 5m I titfi'yfv- 

Art'll ^'^cii -^ci^ftdg sm'^Kg 

51 I «ht*)(r( ? — I 

^ ^ HIST. 1 Si^Hlclf^S JflVJtis($ 

■^id'tcs'TM'514 Hi'fjin. i ^ *T>nid- 

sidil^si^Cld ti'S 'JTgdif^suHi ^HdiHi ’ 

5 But such a text only speaks of the presiding deity 
on account of distinction and connection The word ‘but’ 
sets aside the objection From such a text as “The earth 
spoke” the consciousness of the elements and the 
senses must not be thought of, for it only speaks of the 
presiding deity (the deity, in this case, who regards the earth 
as herself or her body ) In mentioning actions like speak- 
ing and conceivmg, possible only for conscious beings, con- 
scious deities, deities presiding over earth, speech &c , are 
meant, and not mere elements or causes How? ‘On 
account of distinction and connection ’ The distinction of 
the subject on the one hand and elements and senses on the 
other has already been pointed out In the dialogue on 
Prdna, the (Kaushltakins, for the purpose of the presiding 
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deity dltthiffulsh Prdtia with the tenn devatd (a deity) 
And everywhere in Hwnfra#, arihavddaa (descriptions of 
things fflostratiDg’ the meaning of iht mantra t) stories and 
bietories, we find the connection of ntutiUary deities with 
speech and other senses. 


< I 6mi 3 g I 

T% n ^TIT[ I ‘wrtt fir ^ 

6 Bui ti it tttn Bnt sets aside the pibrapaktha 
\Vhat has been said about the world not being caosed by 
Brahman because of its distmctlon from him is not abso 
lately true In the world It is seen that hair nails &c. 
though different from their cause, grow out of men and 
other beings known as conscious and that scorpions &c. 
arise from cowdung and such other things known as un 
conscious. 


oi WR sren tih ‘rfir ^ *t* i 

Hrntll*u4 ft m n ^ 'llftl I IW ^ ft 

infjnhTl ^ift ^ 1 

7 If it he taid that in that cast the effect is non 
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exjsteut, 'ioc say 'No, fo) it is a vicie negation' If it be 
urged that m case Brahman were acknowledged as the 
cause of the world the effect would have to be declared as 
non-e\istent before its origination, then our reply is, ‘No, 
for such a declaration would be a mere negation without 
anything to be negatived Just as at present this effect is 
existent only as in the cause, so was it before its origina- 
tion 


8 On account of a similar objection arising in res- 
fleet of final re-ahsoi ption, tins docti me is inconsistent 
The piirvapaksha says, Because a similar objection 
arises m respect of the final re-absorption, because Brah- 
man the Cause would in that state be tainted by impurity 
and such other qualities like the effect, for the effect, en- 
tering into the cause and becoming indistinguishable from 
it would taint it with its defects, therefore the system that 
teaches Brahman to be the cause of the world is in- 
consistent with itself 

d I g 68iT5TlH|c<Tc|^ I 
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SCI*^HK\. I xm 

*T t trupft^L ftpiir H’T H*th»t 

n TTTX^ ^;‘^5j*l 'TV^ I ^■R’Biqii ^ ^fVftpiy »T 

vftn^ ’*<iiftl^ «/«3ifrT I 


9 ^ 0 / to for Ihtn are tnttances The author of the. 

ophonsmi rupbes — There b do inconsistency m our sys 
tern. What has been said as to the effect tainting the 
cause with its own defects by entering into it is not reason 
able. For there are instances of effects not tainting the 
causes with their defects by eutenng into them For ex 
ample when plates and such other things, which are differ 
eat forms of objects made of day are absorbed in their 
substance, they do not impart their own qnaliPes to It So 
also ornaments aod such other tfamgs mode of gold do not 
impart their qualities to gold when they are absorbed m it 
So again the four kinds of objects which are forms of the 
earth do not coramonKaite their qualities to the earth when 
they are absorbed in it 
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10. And because there arc faults tn Jus own system 
It IS not reasonable for our opponent to find fault with our 
own system, for there are similar faults in his own system 
also, What he says about Brahman not being the material 
cause of the world because the two are different in nature, 
applies equally to the doctrine of the Pradh.lna being the 
material cause of the world, for the Silnkhya derives the 
world characterized by sound and such other qualities from 
the Pradhilna devoid of such qualities. Similarly, as our 
opponent teaches the non-difference of effects with the 
cause in the final absorption, his objection as to the cause 
being tainted by the effect applies equally to his case 

I 

U 1 ‘cl'tl'iHftlSHRfci’ cT^’UI 

^ vrf^iRjfq i ‘s.lci 

’ dctilc^ ci'ftl'ttt ^cT cI=tiW 

^ vrfqtqfq I 'Sleim ^fq qcf 

11 And because reasoning ts baseless And if it be 
said that one should reason otherwise, then it must be 
said that there is no release even tn that case And for 
this reason also should reasonmg not be relied on m matters 
to be known from scriptures, that reasonings not founded 
on the scriptures but only on individual opmions, are base- 
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less. If it be said We shall reason otherwise so that onr 
reasoning may not be baseless, even then there Is no 
release reAKrnilng will arise oat of reasoning and so there 
will be no end of reasoning Or (to explain this port of 
the aphonsm otherwise) liberation cannot be obtained even 
by well foimHM reasoning for direct knowledge transcend 
ing reasoning is alone the means of hbemtion 


M 1 ‘fteinll'isi. ^ *T3 

“wfil •-Jivini I 

12 Herewith are refuted other eystcm* not accepted 
by competent pertont Herewith that is with the refutation 
of the Sinkhya doctrine of PinHhina other systems, such 
as theones of causation like Atomism, which are not oc 
cepted by ‘■wnpetent persons like Mann, Vyisa &C., are 
refuted- 


TS I Wialqiqti I 

i5bi niMt3 Tfh win, ejev+t — ijfn 

ftiiHi sfir I SRT int^ sjfq ^i^hb 

ftwHi. I 









13 If it be said that in that ease, the subject and the 
object tiiieichaiignit^ then natures, there would result an 
absence of diherence between the two, we say, ‘Let it be 
so, as in the xootid ' If it be objected that on the accept 
ance of the tlieory of Brahman as cause there would be left 
no difference between the subject and the object, for m that 
case the subject would take the character of the object and 
the object that of the subject, we reply, 'Let there be such 
an absence of difference, such as we see in the world 
Froth, ripples, waves, bubbles &c , which are modifications 
of the sea, and which are not different from the watery sea, 
are j'^et distinguishable from it and from one another In 
the same manner space seems divided on account of limiting 
adjunents like pots <S.c So the distinction of subject and 
object, though they are different from the Supreme Cause, 
Brahman, is reasonable 


^8 I I 

The effect ts one with the cause on account of 
such scriptural terms as ‘origin’ &c That the effect, the 
Id, is one with the Cause, Brahman, is known from such 
words as ongin,’-frora the text, “The modi- 

cation IS merely a name having its origin in speech , clay 
alone is the real object” (vi 1 4j and from other scriptural 
texts of similar import 
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15 Attd because ihe cfft,ct ta seen io esnat on the 
existence of the cause From this also wo know the unity 
of the r-iiiM and the effect that tho existence of the effect Is 
seen only on the existence of the cause. 

H I TOraiqivj I 

I «Trtl 

fiqr ^ wrdret I 

16 And becatttc the consequent exists tn the antece 
dent 'SVe know the unity of the cause and the effect also 
from the fact that the consequent, the effect exists before 
Its origin in the cause and In the form of the cause. 

te I '^raiT ( ft* tie ) ifir 

fii4w *ifir *i' iffr i »i fi sn(, 

• Ah I fif UfV f-~Hipn*im%Hniq, 

frt I •sinftr — 

siwflsiiT. *‘qii(wn «qH8«ia ( I 

17 If it be said No because the effect is sfioken of 
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as noii-existe}it', then the ieply ts, ‘No, because it ts 
spoken of in the sense of a diffei ent state, as appears 
from the closing part of the passage ’ If it be said that 
the effect does not exist before its origin in the cause, 
because the effect is spoken of as non-existent m the 
passage, ‘Verily the world was non-existent in the begin- 
ning” ( Taitt 11 7), then we reply It is not in the sense of 
absolute non-existence that the effect is spoken of as non- 
existent before its origin What then ? The'non-inamfes- 
tation of name and form is a state different from that of 
their manifestation It is in the sense of that state that the 
non-existence of the effect is spoken of But how is that 
known ’ From the closing part of the passage, ‘That 
(Brahman) made itself ” (ii 7) 

I 3^ ^ 

yrtiticl, »i ?ftt I ciictd — 

18 From argument and from anothet scriptural text 
The existence of the effect before its origin and its unity 
with the cause are known from argument and from another 
scriptural text Here is the argument it is from milk 
and not from clay that curd is produced , it is from clay 
and not from milk that a pot is made, and so on The text 
referred to is this “This (world), my dear, was only Being 
m the beginning &c ” (' Chh vi 1 l) 
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19 And the case /x like a piece of doth Arid as a 
piece of doth ^ead oat X3 one with the same rolled in so 
IS the manifest effect one with the iinminifested cause- 


^0 j 271^ ^ » 

^ I ‘iwt ffT^te ( nwHis«jin%Tnstw ) ♦jwjmwi'i 
< *ra O ^i4*t y*\*>i*i I 

20 And like the Prana and the rest And as Prdua 
and the rest (^rda/r apdna samdna uddjia and vydita) 
are one with the chief Prdna (Pra 3) so Is the effect one 
with the cause. 

f 1*TW^€*U«1 WtWW XfH*!? TT 

BTOU l xn UWT®! •W' I 

21 The one being called the other the fault of 
harm and such other things itfould attach to the seif The 
PUrvapaksha says — Ae in the theory of Bmhmnn as the 
Cause, the one is said to be the other — the ludivWufll called 
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Brahman or Brahman called the individual, the fault of 
doing harm and such other things attaches to the Self, that 
IS it becomes liable to the charge of doing such hatin to 
itself as that of birth, death and bondage So this theory 
IS unreasonable 


I g I 

22 But Brahman IS gieate) than the tndjvidtial, on 
account of the declat atton of difference The word ‘but’ 
sets aside the piii'vapaksha Brahman is greater than th& 
individual, on account of the declaration of difference, for 
texts like “The Self, my dear, is to be seen ” {Br m 4 5 ) 
declare that the individual and the Universal are distinguish- 
ed as subject and object, and thus show that the latter is 
greater than the former 

1 'Men *inj>M , 'M'ti % 

tlSlelJ ^ 'dMM'ilcl, 'Mtl ‘c1<<^qMfh ’ ^ 'dqq'ilcl | 


23 The case being analogous to stones and such 
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o//«T ffrmijT tU oh^i'vNOJi It unrfnKotitbU As amonfi 
Mocr- a CTCit N-anety m mirkc:.! —some bcmff pfeclont 
cems of medium \“ilae anil others vcty infcnor,— 

nmJ at from needs a prcAl vafiet> of Icitts frails, floatfs, 
pcrfamri and juices Is seen to ctme out so il It possible 
for diffefenl kinds of cTrrt such at indiMdiiaJ select and 
the SapTcme Self to be in the same Unhimn TTicrefore 
the objection urped by ojr opponent it not rcitonablc 

III nTVTftCsri 11 irm ifCT 

OC i?fTc? ren- %»,«» eu yr^ijfc TWOl! i 

24 1/ it be sJid b!o for the odeftfion of mcnni it 

seen then \ce t/ty So for the cn^e ti analo^eus to that 
of milk If It be said (hat ibo creation of the world by 
nrahman alone is not possible for we tee that potters and 
other mechasics adopt such means os day staffs and the 
like In making pots and such other ihingt, then oor reply 
It So for the cose is onaloffoot to that of milk Vs milk 
changes Into curd so can Hrohnuo create the world out of 
his cum poT.*er 

I Smtenefil >^ 1 % I 

^11 tan Ft *tI% Hnir TTfU" tft it^hhv ^Viwinnii'^ wr 
^ ttnflp! ^ PtFii»(i*ii mf to %fq rtc in spn^ 

wfuTn I 
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25 And the case ts stimlar to that of gods and such 
othei beings. As we see m the world that the gods, the 
manes, the sages and such other beings make palaces, 
chariots &c unaided and simply by the power of their 
meditation, so is it possible for Brahman also to create the 
world merely by his ovra. power 
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'fddwiH I '^tci M.=h5amRnji+ii'td*ii^g *g<SMR<yidM'y?nl 

I i3[3f T('S) nqi ’’sfRr 

‘R<.<l4|<4rt-ai«<?=iilM ’ ?(«*« Rl'ad=(rt-Klc(Mie=li-ai«^I'll SiIm -wiig I 

26 Ptii-vapaksha — Either the whole of Brahman must 
be conceived as changed into the woi Id oi the texts declay - 
iiig his incorporeahty must be regal ded as meaningless 
If the incorporeal Brahman be regarded as the cause of the 
world, the whole of Brahman must be conceived as changed 
into the effect, that is the world If Brahman were corpo- 
real like the earth and such other things, one part of him 
might be conceived as changed and the other as remaining 
unchanged But Brahman is known from the scriptures as 
incorporeal So, it being impossible that a part of him is 
changed, the whole must be conceived as changed, the 
consequence being that the very roots of all things must be 
conceived as lost If, to avoid this objectionable conclusion. 
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BraJiman bo concd\ed as cofprfrnl the texts dedonnfr his 
iQCorporealiiy must be rcgnrdcd as meanlrujle^ 


I I nmxT^iBf^ijKtj fi t 

— ‘^r r u^i ^ ff fUT swyijftj ^ trt r^wuioOitt^ vfj 
nr^ I »4»-Hhis* ff iri ^ 

TCv H&Ml vSl, — VTn^UHHfn ^ j fTClff — 

n§Jile m »f5i «r^ iTtfrI i 

os»»**s rr5 rmr i ( Tw* i ) 

SIT* afurJi »ipi I 
v-isiM ^snjflFtnsn 

vt iJrq I ( ) 

27 But ii IS fiof so on accomit o/ senf>tiiral fexis 
ernd because t//e scnptnrgs are f/tc source Dut Mts aside 
thQ /nJrva/xrisfia The whole of Urahman is not changed 
Into the world How ts this known ?— Trofn the scrip 
tutes. As they teach that Brahman created the world so 
do they teach that ho exists without being changed 
the scriptares are the source —the source of the knowledge 
of Brahman And the scriptures teach both that Brahman 
IS not wholly changed Into the world and that ho is locor 
poreaL For Instance, It moves and it moies not. It Is 
far and It Is near It la in all this, and it la out of oU this, 
Cisd 5 ) ’ As the one fire, entering the world, takes the 









form of each object it bums, so the one Inner Self of all 
-creatures takes the form of each object and is also beyond 
all objects ” (Katha ii. 2 9 ) 


I ^ I?? 'HO a'SjPo 

5IcT’ 

■“fi cm isji ^ ^ Mcyi^l ^cccuo wej 

( 8|^U° ) IcOlRoi I 

28 Fo> m the self too vaitous such creations are 
seen And it must not be objected m this matter how m 
the same Brahman various kinds of creation are possible, 
for in the same self, in its dreaming state, various such 
creations are spoken of in texts like, “There are no chariots, 
no chanot-drawers, no roads in it, but the self creates 
chanots, chanot-drawers and roads ” (Br iv. 3 9) 


I I 

s;*!! I 'hIr ti+iN ^ I 

'HqRf^=a?o aiixtiR'ItiT eisootH ai^iR+io 

■slh I cm '?ilq EhcttsHeRn Ptiqoocoiq^ imioei malfR Riihooco- 

qTlH qr I 

29 Aiid because of objections to the opponent' s o-iVn 
view The same objection may be urged against the view 
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of our opponenli. Thci (ho S4nkhyas, oJiO teach that the 
incorporeal imlimitod Pradh5na, devoid of soiind and other 
qualities, IS the cause of an eflect that is tbo world which 
IS corpor ea l limited and endowed with sound and other 
qualities. To this \new also the objection applies that the 
Pradhina, because it is Incorporeal is wholly changed 
into Its effects, or that the doctrine of its mcorporeality 
must be set aside. 


1 MiiKifTt ^ I 

I I im iTOT mnn'r sDq*i m 9«(Rm iA- 

nr*3«i rti ^Sr I ireift nii,m 

flJiftKwiqmmiK"- ( r ^n^n ) “O’ •Jiinr >jAr« om -rwHil 
nw'C? tUK ) “'CTW •! iim«R mft iviWctJ I front 
finrrr ( Tf src)< ) i 

30 And the Supreme Deity is endvwed wth all 
towrs for it is seen And the creation of the world by 
Brahman is reasonable also for this that icnpturo teaches 
that the Supreme Deity is endowed with all powers, 
Instance, Having all actions, having all desires having 
odours, having all tastes, pervading all this, without speech 
without partiality ” (C/i nl 14 2.) Who is all knowing 
all perceiving whose austerity (or meditation) consists in 
knowledge (Muiid 119) Under the control of this 
Immutable Being O Girgi the sun and the moon exist 
upheld. (Br ili 8, 9 ) 
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I ‘ftcti<<ycqi(|’ Hi^^nrr f^(Tf^^cc(ir(^ *•! ?Ri ^ ^ ^^jn? 

??f? ‘Hi»4'?ct, ci^ ^**tti!^ ^ g^,<j3icrJi- 

■^. 7^'Si ^ 1 ^ . — 

“'wmFum-^ ^rfttTT 

^J^Irt^^4'iI g 57nJ}rirm 'I l” ( *dci® ) 

31 If it be. said ‘No, because Biahman has no 
oiSans,' then we say we have aheady answered that 
objection If it be objected that as the Supreme Deity 
has no organs he is unable to act, then we say that we ha^ e 
already said in our eleventh aphorism what has to be said 
on the matter The Supreme Brahman is not comprehen 
sible by reasoning And texts like the following speak 
of Brahman as capable, even though without organs, of 
doing everything, — “He is without hands or feet, yet he 
walks and handles , he sees without eyes and hears with 
out ears ” ( Svet in 19 ) 


^5^ I "T 1 
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32 P-Ai-vapaksha , No, because action legtntes motive. 
The Supreme Self did not create the world, for action 
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require* a motix'c As the Supreme Self is self "atisfied 
and has tto moU\'e It is not po^iblo for him to act 


?? I (rtltfl'I'n ( 
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33 But creation is onI\ sport as in the vorld 
Bat sets aside the objection As in the world a kJnR 
whose desire* ore satisfied doe* certain deed* without 
wishtnff to ffato some end but only for the aal.e of sport 
or amusement so God also may be concoKed as nctlog: not 
out of any need but fumply out of his own nature os n 
matter of sport 


I rgf ^ traSuffT I 

I ^ *i! 

iiw R«^n 1 ijiliquify nr i-* uwinmiilbnl rmt^^nniV 
I 1* qjT ‘nti •ii'i^rf ‘qmift i 

34 Differences and cruelty are not to be fficr»6tfif 
to him on account o/ dependence as scnpture shovs 
The differences of pleasures, pains &c. in the world anH 
even their cause, cruelty ore not to be ascribed to God On 
account of dependence, — for God * creation depends on 
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the good or bad deeds done in their past incarnations by 
the creatures to be made For scripture speaks of this 
dependence 


« 

31 I '37Hl^rrT *T' cTTj; ‘si4)’ 

“mTn wfe ‘ffh ^ ttrirT ^ +1^11 'ijciife* 

I 


35 If tt be said, ^There is no deed on account of 
absence of distinction' , then we say ‘No, on account of 
time being 110 beginning' If it be objected that as there 
was no distinction before creation, there could then be 
no deed on which differences in creation might depend, 
then the reply is that this objection is not reasonable on 
account of the absence of beginning, as creation has no 
absolute beginning 


36. It ts proved and seen That creation has no 
beginning is proved by reasoning and is seen from SrnU 
and StnnH 



qi^ ] refllq^SBira 

I I 
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•jMu^-+i^nI»iHnr^ osH^in 1 

37 And (tt all cnusnl characlentlics arc found tn 
Brahman For this reason also is the theory of Brahman 
mi the caose of the rsorld reasonable that m him ore to be 
found oil the chamctenstics of a true cause namely 
omoisdence omnipotence and the like. 
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\ I "Mfq ‘^’ ^ 'qgfjin:^ vrI^ i 5,^1 ? 

‘v^»1I»j4‘t 1 tfo ficcji-^ ^ •v-qcjin^tliiirii.jt, ^ ^ I 

1 And an unconscious cause is not to he inferred, foi 
oidcily an angetneni is iiapossiblt. foi it And further, 
an unconscious cause of the world is not to be inferred, 
for under its agency the arrangement of parts according to 
needs is not possible 

R 1 1 

1 ^ ^ cHe-' I 

2 And on account of activity And as it is not 
possible for an unconscious cause to act, such a cause 
should not be inferred 

^ I M <4^5 +5 =1-0^ Cl ctrtifq 1 

^1 ‘‘Qrf’ ^ tiT*iw0'a3 
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trrn ^ It ^ v^nn. 'tfr 

•s^in FTflvi i7t «jrTr^f^ij BiPn^'t tft i n *irj vti<t cn 

rt ^ ^ wfn* I 

3 If it be iiTit/ that ft rtctt tike niitk anJ xcafer then 
IT HO ’ — cteii there (conxcioutnesi is necessary) If ii 
!>• said — \s mint though unronsciou*; rulunJIj nets 
in nursing the calf ns also vraicr though oncottSeJou 
nalurallj fiori for Ihe good of the norld so Pmdhlru too 
mas be supposed ns nciing for the pood of nun, — then \~o 
must that such argumentation is not \-aJid for in these 
cases nUovse may Infer that milk anJ valer act under 
consaous guidance 


8 1 I 

• I iTtni ^PtTf infM n '»itrn«&i \ 

— t Ritrw *r fttTm i ^ bxjth i 

^^rt?^tnr«f ♦IS i4i«i^^ «ir^<T, ^ nf 

■4 As Pradhdna has nothing 6 fj:’ 0 «rf if and as it 
depends on nothing (if cannot be cause) The Prod Hina 
imagined by the Sinkh)!^ can exist without any external 
support Their Pnrusha is indi/Terent he neither impels 
nor restroinB. Pradhina therefore is not dependent on 
anything As Its activity depends on nothing it is not 
reasonable to think that it somotimes changes Into the 
forms of inahat and other things and sometimes does not 
so change 









y, I ^ ri’uTi^^cT I 

U. I r^ir+iTiiJnT-fjirqci tr^ ^iil^M< 

xiK'5+i'ft, ^ f^n. >rf^T ^ -m vifTr- 

5 The case is not siiinla> to the tinning of {<iass &c 
into milky for they do not so fnin elsewhere {than in 
animals) It must not be said that as grass, lca\es, water 
6Lc naturally turn into the forms of milk and other things 
independently of other causes, so Pradhana too may be 
supposed to change into the forms of inahat &.c , for it is 
only m relation to organisms and not elsewhere that grass 
and such other things become milk It is only when taken 
by a cow that they take that form 

i. I ^T?jf^T iraf^IT 'Wh-i-xTtI d^ufq 

I ?— ‘^dklSIrC gsn ^ HWT fsil^d ^ 

^ralirg s,ld ^ nfh’su ^5d t 

6 Even if spontaneous activity were admitted (the 
doctrine would be objectionable) on account of the 
absence of a purpose Even if we were to admit that the 
PradhAna can act spontaneously, yet the Sankh^a doctrine 
would be objectionable How ? On account of the 
absence of a purpose As the Pradhana is independent of 
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ti helper or co a;;cti^ w mo^t h be *upp(j'^ to hue 
no rrfcretice lo ft purpoie imJ iherc/ore iho docinne 
ihai It acl^ in order to effect the j?ood of man muif 
Ik* pronounced untenable. 
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oi cei qr *ifn^ cr 

VVq;q ctrte rt cqt ti ^q*r-T: «rqi rrqn ^ wm- 
nrr mnsvt q< fi«q Bmfqw^ %'n 
*^i Tq TO "iq n qi ^ 

rntqn S(iTT*^TOt qqrn#*tnpcif i rqrj 

rci qrrft Tf qqq rn^-fu- Bfire/ii q 

trt OiMto Ppjqn qfqi^BWWn* qftt i q 
qVq»u«^q TOtc»^ cn q q‘»*r''*'TBn cfSdi«^H cq^n \ 

7 If thcMie \eerc cortudertd similar to Hint of a man 
or of a stone (ven then (the docinne voutd be c/*e/i to 
ot/fclioiij — It ma> bo Bouqht to tc wialdish the Sanl.hya 
doctnno bj atinff parUIel intuneeq like the following — 
A* a lame man, hanng the poT>*er of seeing but i\ithout 
that of mo\itig mounts upon another man ha\inff the 
pov^er of moNi'ing but without that of Beemg and makes him 
mo\‘e or os ft magnetic stone though itself unmoving j'el 
mo\‘es Iron so may the Purusha be supposed as malanfr 
the Pradhlna net. To this we reply E\'en this docs not 
make the docinne free from objedioo For this supposes 
the Pradhina to be active by itself and denies that It Is 
the Pumsha that makes it act Desidcs, how can the 



indifferent Purusha make the Pradhiina act ’ Even a 
name man makes a blind man move by means of his words 
and such other things But the Purusha, inactnc and 
devoid of cannot put forth an\ activitj And it 

cannot be said that like the magnet it induces activil\ 
by mere proximity, for if the proximity of the Purusha 
%vere supposed constant, the Pradhdna would ha\c to be 
considered as constantlj acti\e 

^ I I 

nltl ‘ft dMMqn’ I ^- 

MHti WMX'-l Rffft I 

8 (It ts object loncrblc) becattse the unit teal iclotion 
of the gun^s as principal and subordinate is impossible 

The state of PradhAna means that in w'hich the giiiias 
give up the mutual relation of principal and subordinate 
and exist in equipoise in their respective natures In that 
state it IS not possible for the gnnas to be principal and 
subordinate to one another, that is, to help one another, 
for in that case their respective natures would be destroyed 
And because the mutual relation of principal and subordi 
mate is impossible, therefore it is unreasonable to think that 
the Pradhdna can act, 

< 1 ‘'41'ti'm 'iirjr+wvl *iqi qtu tmii ti*^! 
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^ / ivfi M anetfxr iw/^/^n/iOt (ih^ ohJ^ fimt r/ 

trifiin ifi t>ri tj count of the PftsfhSn^ tunr ttewfd 
rf the f<^r of Irfnnni —I \m if a.-© f'rr »jr'>'“ lien tv- 
niiV if the nauifr cf fhc cjpprr^I 5 -ii ti 

rrjjVe ariirn po^ b’** — ‘if 1! I*“ ^up'xj'-M ihai pm-t in ih 
uic of o^ulpi. c (he funji ffTTAin cafulxp of fv-inp 
UT'^TO^Jcol c (ly nK •sprtiof or infrtHrf 10) iwj i\noihcT 
~lhe obp^iwi OTMin; f(£ni och airommu l!ie im 
pcK ib-litycf aatinc^x3'>o\ fwiocplc cau mr an ot!«1> 
anauBenifct miu' I rctum a\ befae 


^c* 1 Kin •f’««i KTH n-v 

'll »Pii^Hxrni bVt 

ex ij <1, i:i ^«n ^ fxljT rxrffn^ ^ , ncvi 

■'']^ir*i*i^ivnl 1 

1ft. AnJ the Sinkhya doctrine 11 con^iciiiifi m ac 
count 0/ tit con/rd(/icf/oni Aod Iho Sankhya doctnnc' 
are mutually conlradictOTy Sometime* they 6a> there are 
seven •cawi, Bomotlmc* eUveo. Sometimes it it laupht that 
the tanmdimt or elementary lubttancea proceed from the 
mahat and totnetlmca from oAanitdrn or egolty Some 



times they speah of three antahkai anas or internal organs^ 
and sometimes of one Besides, it is well-known that the 
doctrine is in conflict with the Si which teaches that 
God IS the cause of the world, and with the Smnti that 
follows it For this reason also the Sankhya system is 
conflicting 

nfl- 
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hRv 1«!^C!1I<^ 1TR+Iinilr\^ ^Cl. ^ 

■’^R♦^^':l, 'I'R "si^W Hcf 011*1^1, *1 

^ «C1 ii=l Rcl«1lr( 51'Sl'y '^RcT^f 5>1<lf^5lR«lcl 1 

11 The origin of the xoorld from Brahman is quite 
as justifiable as the oiigtn of the great fiom the minute 
and of the long from the spheiical atom This is the 
argument of the Vaiseshikas “Qualities inherent in a 
causal substance give nse to other but similar qualities 
in the substance that constitutes its eflPect For instance, 
we observe that from white threads white cloth is produced, 
and never the contrary Hence, if one assumes the intelli- 
gent Brahman to be the -cause of the world, one should 
expect to find intelligence also in the effect, viz the world 
But as this IS not the case, the intelligent Brahman cannot 
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be ihe cause of lbo»kOrlJ" This arFument the Sutrs 
kira rtfates ukini* hit stand on the \aiwhiknt own 
/ground- Jatl at from atoms that ore tpltenrnl nnd minotc 
binary compounds, minute and then nt v.fll ns trman 
compounds bip and loot? ate prodoced none of which arc 
Jioretcr rphericaJ and just as from binaT> compound 
which are minute and short ternary compounds are pro 
dueed s^hich are biff and lonp not minute and short to 
from Urahman which is totelhrcot may be produced the 
world which is non lalelhrent 
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12 The action of atoms is not possible in either of 
tile two cases VIZ whether adiishta inheres in the self 
or in the atom Hence follows the absence of that (that 
IS creation and pralaya) The Sutrakaxa now proceeds 
to refute the doctrine of atoms being ]the cause of the 
world. This doctrine arises m the following manner 
Substances which consist of parts, such as pieces of cloth, 
etc , are seen in the world to onginate from co-essential 
substances as threads, etc , in a state of combination From 
this may be drawn the general conclusion that all sub- 
stances which are wholes consisting of parts originate from 
co-essential substances in a state of combination. And, 
the particular substance at which this distinction of whole 
and part comes to a termination, and which sets a limit 
to the division of things into smaller constituent parts, is 
the atom Now, the whole universe, with mountains, 
oceans, etc , is composed of parts , and being formed of 
parts, it has a beginning and an end And there can be no 
effect without a cause Therefore, the atoms are the 
cause of the universe This, in substance, is Kan^da’s 
doctrine Against the above doctrine the following is 
asserted by the Sutrakdra — It must be admitted that 
atoms,when in a state of isolation, depend on action for 
their combination , for we perceive that the combination 
of threads, etc , is brought about by action Action being 
an effect, a cause to bring it about must be assumed If» 
now, the unseen principle (adrishta) is assumed to be the 
cause of the original motion in the atoms, we answer 
This unseen principle may inhere either in the self or in 
the atom But, m both cases, it is equally impossible for 
the unseen principle to be the cause of motion in the atoms , 
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for ii IS non intelligent. Hence as there ts no cause of 
action the prime^’aI motion in the atoms cannot commence 
Ai there is no ncUon the combination of atoms which 
depends on actioD cannot onse As there is no comWna 
tioa the eflects nhich depend on combination e. the 
formation of binary atomic compound^ etc. cannot lalkO 
place. Thus, the doctrine that the atoms ore the cause 
of the world is inadmissible 
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13 Attd because the admission 0 / Samax^ya (at 
a teparate enitenee) leads by panty 0 / reasoning to a 
regresfos ad in;7rti/um By the nssamplton of Sama\‘Aya 
as a separate existence Kanlda affirms that a binary atomic 
cmpoimd composed of two atoms, though absolutely 
different from the two atoms, is still connected with them 
by the reLitlon of Samav'ftya ( i e., an inseparable and 
constant relation a relation of Inherence) But it is Im 
possible to support the doctnne of atomic causation by 
malang that assumption Why bo ? Because panty of 



Teasonmg would lead to a regressus ad infinitum For, 
just as a binary compound, though absolutely different from 
the two constituent atoms, is connected with them by 
Kan&da by means of a relation of Samavaya, so the relation 
•of samav&.ya itself, being absolutely different from the things 
to be connected, would require a second relation of samav&.ya 
to connect it with them, ‘absolute difference’ being a com- 
mon characteristic of both the cases For the connection 
of the second, third, etc , relations of samav&.ya, further 
such relations would have to be assumed, and so on, involv- 
ing a regressus ad infinitum. 
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14 And on accorint of the permanent existence of 
activity or non-activity in the atoms Further, consider 
the question whether the atoms should be assumed to be 
■essentially active (moving), or essentially inactive, or essen 
tially both active and inactive, or essentially neither active 
nor inactive There can of course be no more alternatives 
But none of these four alternatives can be supported.' If 


the atoms nro «*;CTt{alJy actUc their actint> Impermanent 
ami hence fimlayn become* Impossible, If essentiallj 
inactive their Inertia Is permanent and creation is 
impossible Their beins esscntiill> both active and inactive 
IS inadmissible, because inv'oKlng a self-contradiction If 
the morns nre c?senliall\ neither active nor inactive and 
if it Is assumed (hat (heir actiri(> or inactivity is due to 
some operative cause such as odnshia etc,, then on 
account of the permanent proicimilj of such an operative 
cause permanenl activity in the atoms has to be admitted 
\Dd if ndruhta, etc. are not assumed pc anent inactivity 
in the atoms has to be admitted On these grounds 
also the doctrine of atomic causation is to be rejected 
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15 And/roffl //«c ertowu havtiig colour etc (at held 
by the Vaitcshikat) the opponte eonclution to them 









foUoxos , as it IS tints observed The Vaisesliikas assume 
that -when substances composed of parts are continuously 
duided and sub-dnidcd into parts, the limit beyond which 
such sub-division cannot go is constituted by the atoms, 
which are eternal, and which, being themselves of four 
different classes (corresponding to the four elements), and 
possessed of the qualities of colour, etc , are the origins of 
the whole material unu erse, which too, is composed of four 
different elements, and is possessed of the qualities of 
colour, etc This assumption is groundless, as from the 
circumstance of the atoms possessing colour and other 
qualities, the opposite of their minuteness and permanency 
would follow ,1 e , it would follow that compared with the 
ultimate cause, they are themsehes gross and non- 
permanent, which IS a conclusion opposite to what the 
Vaiseshikas intend to establish Why so ’ Because it is 
observed that vhate\er objects in this world are possessed 
of colour and other qualities, are, compared with their 
causes, gross and non-permanent A piece of cloth, for 
instance, is gross and non-permanent compared with its 
threads, and the threads again are gross and non-peimanent 
compared with their filaments Now, the atoms are ad- 
mitted by the Vaiseshikas to be possessed of colour, etc , 
Therefore, they too must have causes, compared with 
which they are gross and non permanent 
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16 Aud rts dt^culftes anu tn both caset Earttr 
has the qualities of sroeU taste colour acd toocb and is 
f^ross. Water has the qualities of colour taste and touch 
and IS flue Tire has the qualities of colour and touch 
and is finer still Air has the quality of touch only and 
IS the finest of all Thus, in the world, the four elements 
are observed to have the qualities of grossness and fineness 
Now the question arises whether the atoraa constituting 
the respective elements should or sboxUd not be assumed 
to have the correspondlug qualities of groasnesa and fine 
ness Either assumption leads to unacceptable conse 
queuces. If they are oasumod to differ os gross and fine, 
the grosser atoms, ha\ing greater size, will cease to be 
atoms. That an increase of qualities cannot but be attend 
ed With an Increase of size, wo affirm from our observation, 
of material bodies produced by causes. If on the other 
hand, w© assume, in order to maintain the equality of all 
atoms, that they do not differ as gross and fine, we may 



either suppose that they all have only one quality each, m 
which case we should not perceue touch m fire, nor colour 
and touch m water, nor taste, colour and touch in earth, 
since all qualities existing m effects must have, as antece- 
dents, the same qualities in their causes Or, we may 
suppose all atoms to ha\e all Ihc join qualities, in 
which case we should perceive smell in water, smell and 
taste in hre, and smell, taste and colour in air, ^\hlch v/e 
never do On these grounds also the doctrine of atomic 
causation is to be rejected 


17 And as the doctrine of atomic causation is not 
■accepted hy any autlioi itative peisons, it is to be dis- 
regarded altogether The doctrine of atomic causation has 
not been accepted by any persons of authority in any of 
its parts It therefore merits entire disregard at the hands 
of those who take their stand on the Veda 
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18 Ax renarJs the /omiatiofi r>/ apf^rtgafes c\cn oti 
ffie BjiifJfiistic hyffOthtMX ifa i\ro fatU onfittt if canuof 
be fsl tblisUeJ \o^ Nsa procetd lo the refutation of tht 
lloddhi^tic Uoctnoe The lladdhiats ha\e three achooU of 
thought Some arc Healistt, »me Idealiaia and eomc 

NihiUita, We shall fubt controvert the Realists 1 ^ho> 
maintain the rcalit) of both external things the elements 
and their derl\“itlves and Internal thing* mmd and things 
mental In the external world the eletnenlj nro earth 
\raler etc, and their dcrivutivc* ore the qualities \tz« 
colour etc. on the one hand and the seme organs \ir 
the eje etc. on the other Tho atoms of the four elements, 
earth water fire and air ore In their essence respecUvelj 
hard \iscid hot and mobile These ^hen ngpregnted to 
gether constitute the elements,— earth Vk'atcr ftro and air 
Similarly In tho internal world there ore the five groups, 
named form perception feeling concept and Idea Theso 
when mwordly aggregated together constitute the basis of 
all personal experience according to the Buddhists. To 
this we reply thus — The two aggregates, having two 
different causes, and constllating two different cinws, vir. 



(l) the aggregate of the elements and of the derivatives of 
■elements, whose cause are the atoms, and (2) the five 
aggregates caused by the internal groups, are recognised 
by our opponents But even if the two classes of aggregates 
supposed by them to proceed from the above two causes 
be admitted, the actual formation of aggregates cannot be 
proved (on the theory of our opponents) Why so ’ Be 
cause the parts constituting the aggregates are devoid of 
intelligence (and hence unable to combme of their oivn 
accord), and also because the Buddhists do not admit any 
other permanent intelligent being, such as a percipient self 
or a ruling Lord, who could effect the aggregation of the 
parts. 
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19 If (the formation of aggregates be sought to be 
explained) through the cycles of nescience, idea eiC; 
standing m the i elation of mutual causality, we say, ‘No, 
because eacWhnk is merely the' cause of the origin of the 
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tmmtdiatcJy succteJittfi tint and not of any a^^^rrgir/ion 
Nescience Wca, perception tumo and form the Btipport 
of the tix Mrt^e^ touch feetini? Uciirc nctnity birth 
rpedc* decay death i^lcf lamentation pain mental 
afilktion and the Itle arc spoken of as a chain of mutual 
causes In the Buddhist a>'Slcm sometimes cursorily some 
times at lentrth It In the contention of the Baddhisis that 
as the c)clet of nescience etc forming chains of mutual 
causes and effects, rcx-olv-c unceASingl) like n-iicr heels, 
therefore the exUtence of oct^cKates proved bj implication 
But this contention vro cannot accept \\*h> so ? Because 
this onpameni can explain only the oriRinaiion of the mem 
ben; of the senes and oothioK more- For even If wc 
admit the theory of mutual cauation each antecedent 
would merely be the cause of each siibse<]uent member 
there would be nothing to stand os the cause of the forma 
tion of aggregates. W'c mean that in the absence of a 
pCiiiianent perdpieut self it Is impossible to establish the 
formation of aggregates. 


^ I *iVc ^'n^jhiSI 

PrswH tfe I *t w ^4fnttft 

20 At^ according io theBvddhhii on the origination 
of the tnhse<iueni moment the preceding one ceases io be 









causal 1 elation cannot be established The Buddhists who 
maintain that everything has a momentary existence only> 
say that when the second moment comes into being, the 
first ceases to_be On this admission, it is impossible to 
establish a relation of cause and effect between the ante- 
cedent and the consequent moments The former, which 
ceases or has ceased to be, and is therefore non-existent> 
cannot be the cause of the latter 
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21 Non-existence of cause, •while the effect takes 
place involves contradiction of admitted principle , othet- 
wrse, simultaneity of cause and effect Should it nc^ 
be urged in reply to our last argument, that even m the 
absence of a cause the effect may arise, there would be the 
contradiction of an admitted principle It w'ould mean 
the abandonment of the principle that mind and things 
mental originate when in conjunction with four kinds of 
causes Moreover, if origination without cause be ad- 
mitted, there would be nothing to prevent anything from 
originating at any place or time If, on the other hand, 
it should be said that the antecedent conbnues until the 
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coaseqacBt has come Into being that would imply the 
umultaneity of caose and eO'ect which also would bo the 
contradiction of an accepted pnnaple viz that all im 
pressions are momentary 
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22. Th« tvo Buddhittlc doclnna q/cc*iff/ion dePen 
dent on and ccxiafioi; independent of acit of the mind 
are alike untenable t/ter^ being no real i»»/crru/>//'ort 
Besides, the Nihilist* imagine “Excepting the three prind 
plea, all that is the object of knowledge comes into being 
and is traniient The three principles ore (l) u^^sarion 

dependant on an act of the mind which moons such 
de stru ction as Is preceded by an »:t of thought, la other 
words, destruction by on effort of the thinker with the 
thought I will destroy (2) Cessation of the opposite 
kmd that is spontaneous '^«ition without on act of the 
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mind, (3) Space, that is mere absence of covering or 
occupation Now, the two kinds of cessation are being 
refuted, ‘ Cessation which is dependent on an act of the 
mmd, and cessation which is not so dependent, are both 
impossible Why so ’ Because of the absence of inter- 
ruption The flow of existences is never interrupted , i e , 
the current of causes and effects is never observed to be 
Arrested. 
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23 And because both alleriiattves aic open to objec- 
tion The question arises, whether the cessation of 
•avidya, etc , which must be included in the two kinds of 
'Cessation discussed above, is to come through perfect know- 
ledge, or of its own accord The former alternative 
would imply the abandonment of the Buddhist doctrine 
that destruction takes place without a cause The latter 
Alternative would involve the uselessness of instruction 
for the acquisition of perfect knowledge. Hence both al 
tematives, that of the cessation of ignorance through 
Imowledge or that of its cessation without knowledge, being 
•equally objectionable, the Buddhist doctrine is unreason- 
able. 
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24 And tn the case of Spact a!to (tho doctHno of its 
Tion*€xlftence is anfftnnhlo) became tt does not differ (from 
the two other non exlftences, vix. the ^'‘^tlons ) 

In the case of Space also the ascription of non-existence 
by the advocates of on! ersal and ceasdess destruction is 
xmreasonable, becaose substantiality can be established 
in the case of Space no less than m the case of the two 
cessations 
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25 And on <jcco«fi< of remembrance (the theory of 
Tnomentanness breaks down ) 

The advocate of the doctrine of destmctkm^ assuming 
aU things to be momentary is bound to extend that aksamp- 
tion to the perceiving person also Bot this is impossible 
from the fact of remembrance which succeeds percep- 







tion The person perceiving and the person remembering 
the perception must be one and the same. This conviction^ 
VIZ , “The T' that saw this thing sometime ago, is identi- 
cally the same T’ that am now remembering it” is possible 
only when the perception and the subsequent remembrance 
arise in one and the same person From the fact that 
the perception and the , subsequent remembrance are 
functions of one and the same person, the legitimate 
conclusion is the pet manency of both the perception and 
of the person who is the subject of the perception^ and 
not their momentanness 
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26 Existence cannot anse oi/t of non-existence , as. 
it IS neve] obso'ved 

The theory that entity springs from non-entity, as held 
by the philosophers of destruction, is untenable The 
origination of something from nothing is impossible Exist- 
ence IS never in the world observed to spring from non- 
existence 
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27 On that atiutnpfton tucctss (nTJuId ftutonuticolt) 
come) to the tnacitw also 

ir It be admitted that from non entity entity can spnnf: 
then people tiitwld obtain their purpoie^ wilhont pomp 
throuph any actidly Thu 14 absurd and not mamtamed 
by anybody 
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28. The non-exjstettC€ (of external ohjeett) cannot be 
vialniained on account 0/ (our) conictousness (of them) 
Some Bouddbos (the Vijnina5tlt\'amAtra\’idins) hold 
that no oatward things exist apart from consciousness. 
The Sutrakara now proceeds to refnle that doctrine The 
Don>exiEtence of external things cannot be maintained 
because in every act of pe v.o|>tlon we are consdons of an 
external thing such os ti post, a wall, a jar n piece of 
cloth etc. and that of which we are consdoos cannot but 
be existent This is discussed at length in Sanknriebirya s 
Bhishya. 
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29 And (waking perceptions) aie not like dreams^ 
because different in nature fi om them 

Let us now examine the statement made by the 
Bauddhas that the ideas of posts, etc , of i which we are 
conscious in the waking state may arise in the absence of 
external objects, like the ideas of a dream We mamtain 
that it is wrong to describe waking perceptions as similar 
to the ideas of a dream, as the dreaming and the waking 
states are essentially dissimilar. The things of which we 
are conscious in a dream are negated by our waking cons- 
ciousness, and are perceived to be false Those things, 
on the other hand, of which we are conscious in our waking 
state, are never negated in any state 
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30 The exialenct (^ mental imttreiilons) is not 
{comislent xttth the Buddha rico*) on aeeounl of the 
non f>erception {of external thtnes) 

We new addr«« oar«KM to the ejcnmlnatlcffl of the 
statement of the Daaddhas that the vanety of pcrceptioni 
cm bo explained from the ^-anety of \'i5an.i (preceding 
m*nta! Imprenioni) vrithoat any reference to external 
Ihinffi. We remark that on the Uoddbisl new the orl 
Rinatlos of vdsana (precedmg mental impressions) itself is 
impossible external objects, which are their oripn not 
bsinj' admitted. Atain a v’isana (mental impression) is 
a kind of modihcatiofl and modifications cannot UVe place 
unless there is a sabstratum to bo modified, which the 
Ilaaddha does not admit And It is only because external 
things are perceued that mental impressions become 
various in kind corrcspondinB to tho various objects of 
pwuepboo. How Indeed, could various impressions 
oriffinetft if no externa) thmgs were psrceiv'ed ? iVs mental 
impressions ore never observed to arise except through the 
p-rceptioa of external objects, so wo conclude that the- 
Baaddha hypothesis of on Independent series of mental 
impressions Is Inadmissible 
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31t And oti account of (the Buddhtstic doctrine of 
^enci al) inonicntai tnes^, (the tdayavijndna conceived by 
that doctrine also comes to nothing) 

The so called dlayavijnana (sum total of ideas corres 
ponding to the ego) that has been conceived by the 
Buddhists as the support of mental impressions, cannot 
constitute the permanent substratum of impressions, be- 
cause that vtjnana also is admittedly momentary As 
Sankardcharva says, "Unless there exists one continuous 
principle equally connected with the past, the present, 
and the future, or an absolutely unchangeable (Self) 
which cognises everything, we are unable to account 
for remembrance, recognition, and so on, which are subject 
to mental impressions dependent on place, time and cause” 
(Thibaut’s translation) 
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32 And (the Buddhist doctrine is to be rejected) be- 
cause of failure ofptoofon all sides 

As the Buddhist doctrine proves inconclusive from all 
points of view, so it is to be entirely disregarded. 
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33 {The Jasrtn doctnnc i») not {to be accepted) oti 
account of the impoaubtttty {of contradictory attributes 
existing) in one and the same thing 

We now proceed to refute the Jalnn doctrine. JfvTi 
(son!) a)l\*a (non soul i e. objects of cnjo>T7ieDt of the 
#ouJ) lara\Tx (TT>o\cTnenl of the senses to^'or da their objects) 
sanivTuu (reslmlnt of the nctluty of the senses) nlrjnni 
(destmetfon of sin by self mortlfiaxtjon) bandha (booda^ 
of Karma) and moVsha (the soul s release from bondsfje 
and ascent to the hishest regions) — ^ese seven categories 
jso acknowledged by the Jolnas. Briefly it may be said 
that they acknowledge two categories only viz. soul and 
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non-soul, as the others are included in them They also- 
recount another set of five categories different from the- 
above two, under the name ‘astik&.ya’ (a term literally 
meaning existing bodies,’ and denoting categories) These 
astik^ya’ categories are — ^jiva (soul), pudgala (material 
body), dharma (merit), adharma (demerit), and S.kasa (space) 
They also set forth various fanciful inner sub-divisions of 
all these categories Moreover, they apply to all things the 
following peculiar process of reasoning which they call the- 
saptabhanginaya It may be that it is , it may be that it 
is not , It may be that it both is and is not , it may be that 
it IS indescribable , it may be that it is, and is also indescrib- 
able , it may be that it is not and is also indescribable , it 
may be that it both is and is not, and is also indescribable 
Thus they ascribe contradictory attributes, such as being 
and non-being, simultaneously to one and the same thing, 
and maintain that one and the same thing is on the one- 
hand existent and on the other non-existent, on the one 
hand permanent and on the other non-permanent 

To this we reply as follows Your doctrine is unreason 
able, because it is impossible that such contradictory attri 
butes as existence and non-existence etc should inhere m 
one and the same thing at the same time 
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34 And tlmHaHy (the Jatna doclnne leadt to) non 
univertaiity of the te\j 

We ba^ discussed one objection affftinit the SyidM^ula. 
(the Jolna doctnne) \i£, the impossibibty of contnubctory 
altnbutes co existing in the same thing Another objection 
is that according to that doctrine the soul i« not universal 
(not omnipresent / of limited extension) whence it 
follows that the sool it non eternal like jars etc. The 
Jamas nmlotain that the soul it of the size of the bodjr 
How con the soul we ask the size of whose body is liable to 
change in different births as well os m the stages of infancy 
youth and old age In one and the some birth fit in vrith 
all these different sizes of bodies? 

The Joina may say that as the soul enters by turns a 
large and a small body some particles nxxede to or with 
draw from IL To this hypothesis the next sfitra for 
nlihei a reply 
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35 Nor (can the Jattia doctrine) attain sclZ-con- 
■si^tcncy ih) oupji (the hypothc'ii'i of alternate (acces'non 
and ivithdraxcl of particle':), foi (such hypothesis in- 
lolvcs the soul in a liability to) change etc 

Nor can the lupolhcsis of the accession and withdrawal 
of particles corresponding to the increase and decrease of 
bodily sue consistently pro\e the co extensiveness of the 
soul with the body Why so ’ Because it in\ol\es the 
soul’s liability to change etc If constant repletion and 
depletion through tiie accession and withdrawal of particles 
be admitted with respect to the soul, it is impossible to 
avoid the conclusion that the soul is liable to change. If 
liable to change, it follows that it is non-eternal, like the 
skin etc 
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36 As (the size of the soul ts held by the JatW^ 
be) unalterable in the final (itbei ated) state, its periiK^'^' 
ency tn the other txvo (tntUal and medial) states also 
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foilowt Hence (tlio theory of the) variability (of the 
touVe ate) ts not (admitsible) 

The Jama» maintain the uoaltembility of the iiro of tha 
soul in its final (released) state. From the ottnbate of 
unalterability inherent in the site of the soul in its final 
state foliowB nnalterabdity In its initial and medial states 
also Hence the soul must be considered as having alivnys. 
one and the same sire, whether mmole or great and not 
ha\'ing the (varying) sires of its bodies, 

I i mlii. 

Hafna'Hni twt *i Q 

tit fiwPn I *rii ‘me esM'uh i — 

w?r *r»R-^Ti»i*ii^n •iilVSini't fiqso ii»(Mirq 

Rijn I 

37 Itvara {cannot be the cause of the xrorfd) on 
account of the jnn/»^ro/in<rtencM {of that dodnu^ 

The SOtrakAra now proceeds to refute the doctrine 
which says that is\'ara having the attribute of a general 
ruler only is the causa of the world. Thosp SinVhyas that 
admit fsvara, the Mihesvaras, the Nai>’iyikas, the Vaise 
ehlL-n* and others, teach that Isvnra is different from 
Prakriti and Pnrusha, and is only the operative cause and 
not the material cause alw> of the world 

The SCitrakAm remarks that the doctnne of the Is^nra 
(of these theories) being the cause of the world is in 


iidmissible. Why so ? On account of inappropriateness, 
because, if Isvara be supposed to ordain for various classes 
of creatures unequal positions, some low, some middle, and 
some high, then it follows that he is subject like us to bias 
and prejudice, and is no real fsvara 

I'aw ?n»?iT II yntT-ycl, Iqii ^ iisKirt n 'eMH^n i 

38. And because no connection (of fsvara with souls 
and with Pradhdna) can he established. 

The doctrine of isvara as only a ruler presents this 
further difficulty that Isvara being entirely distinct from 
nature and souls, can have no connection with them 
Being unconnected, it is impossible to establish that he is 
their ruler. 


39. And because the lulershtp {of Isvara) cannot 
be established 

The doctrine of fsvara held by the argumentative 
philosophers is untenable on the following ground also 
That the potter can control the clay etc., which are all 
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Kjbjecta of perceptioiL But the Pradhica la devoid of form 
and other qunJIUeSi and la therefore not an object of 
perception Hence lavame control (rolenbip) over the 
Pradhina cannot bo established. 


• I lift *iftn 4aw 
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40 1/ it be t(u4 (that fsvara governs the Pmdhiiia) 

jnst as (the rool governs) the organs of sense xee say So 
Because the enjoyment of pUaturt* etc (which affect the 
■soul throngfa the senses, cannot be predicated of fs\ura.l 
If It be addoced that fsvaro a control over the PradhAna 
16 iimHar to the souI 8 control o\'er the senses we say 
that this Is ont'raHle. For from this analogy it would 
follow that Isvara is snbiect to pleasiiro and pam lUe the 
soaL 
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41 (The doctrine of Isvara leads to the dilemma 
that isvara is) etihet of limited magnitude oi of limited 
knowledge 

The doctrine of Isvara held by the argumentative 
philosophers ' is invalid for this reason also, that from 
fheir doctrine follows either finitude or want of 
omniscience on the part of fsvara The Silnkhyas etc 
maantam that the Pradhdna is unlimited, and the: souls 
which are different from the Pradhdna are also unlimited. 
Now the question arises, does the omniscient Isvara 
define the measure of the Pradhdna, the souls, and himself, 
or does he not define it ? Both alternatives are objection- 
able All things in this world that are observed to be 
defined m extent, such as jars, etc are also observed to be 
limited Therefore, if, on the one hand, we say that 
the measures of the Pradh^na, of the souls, and of fsvara 
have been defined, it follows that they are all limited- 
If on the other hand we say that their measures have 
not been defined by fsvara, it follows that isvara is 
not omniscient ' ' ‘ 
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» *r- — R RTin<?c ^tfR w'Rfr 
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42 (The docinno of the Dhigav'ntns is unsatisfactory) 
on account of the tmpmtubUttj of the onRinatton (of 
tndmdiul souls from the highest Lord) 

Now we are going to refute the docinne of the four 
VyQhas (or forms assumed by the Lord) held by the 
Bhigav-utas. They mamtaia that the one holy (Dhaga\’at) 
Vastideva is of the essence of pure knowledge and ho 
It Is that really exists. He, dividing himself fourfold 
appears In four forms (v'y&has) ns VAsudevTi, Sanknrshana 
Prmdyuraoa, and Aniruddha, VAsudeva is the Highest Self 
S-mlnrih nil the individual soul Pradyumna the sensonum 
{manas) and ^Vniroddha the principle of egoity iabainkdra) 
Of these four VAsudeva is the ultimate causal essence 
ancj the other three, Santmr»hana etc,, are his effects. 
Sinknrshana springs from VAsudeva, Pradyumna from 
Sankarshana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna. 

Oa this system wo remark that It is not possible that 
Sanknrshana, the individual soul should be produced from 
VAsudeva, the Highest Self for in that case It would 
follow that the individual aool is finite in duratioa. From. 



ttie very fact of being originated, non-permanency and 
other imperfections would cling to the soul The theory of 
the Bhilgavatas is therefore unreasonable 
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43 Nor ts the ongtnation of the tnstrximent from the 
•agent {tenable). 

This fact also renders the theory of the Bhdgavatas 
indefensible that in this world an instrument (such as a 
liatchet, etc ,) is never observed to spring from an agent 
But the BhAgavatas teach that from an agent, viz the 
individual soul termed Sankarshana, there springs its 
instrument viz the internal organ {manas) termed 
Pradyumna, and from that again its instrument the 
•ahamkdra, named Aniruddha But we meet neither with 
observed instances nor with scriptural passages in favour of 
£uch a statement 
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44 Tht objection (that Sankarthana etc, cannot bo 
prodaced from VA5ude\’a, etc^) tt net removed even tf the 
exeie/ence of supreme knowledge etc, (be astsnmed Ja aJJ 
the foOT (rj^ai) 

It TTtAj be asfterted that Saokarshana and the other 
vpilias ore not the individual soul the sensonum etc« but 
that each and o\'eo'one of them is VAsodeva himself 
possessed of all the characteristics of a Ruler (pts supremo 
Tmowledgo etc.) Even on such a hypothesis the objection 
previously ralsod (against the originatjon of the vyilluis) 
persists it applies stdl only In another form How so ? 
If in the first place, it be meant that the four fsvaras 
dlibnct from one another vis Vfisodeva etc, have the 
same attributes, but do not constitute one and the some 
Self then it would amount to the assumption of more thin 
one fsvara, and the abandonraeot of the pnuciple of One 
holy (Dhogavat) VAsudeva. If in the second place it bo 
meant that from the one Highest Being have arisen the 
four forms, nil having equal nttnbutes, then it would place 
cause and effect on an equal footing and there would 
remain no super eminence in the cause to moke the causa 
tion of effect possible 
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45. And on account of conti adictions also (the 
Bhigavata system is unacceptable ) 

Further, the Bhaga^ata doctrine is to be disregarded 
because there are \anous contradictions m it Many 
contradictions are met with in their authoritative books m 
respect of attributes and the beings possessing those 
attributes , eg, knowledge, ruling capacitj', strength, 
valour, and spirit are spoken of, sometimes as qualities, 
and sometimes as selves, holy Vasudevas, etc Moreover, 
there is contradiction of the Vedas also The folloAving 
passage, Avhich disparages the Vedas, is to be found in 
their books, — “Having failed to obtain the highest bliss 
from the four Vedas, Sdndilya studied this S Astra ” For 
this reason the theory of the Bhdgavatas is unreasonable. 
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1 TTie PiifN-apakihin lay* that AkJisa (space or ether) 
hai ongtn as there if no fcn^tiiru^ fnissttRe (slaliriR 
the orinioation of d(df(T ) 

The object of lhi5 pAUa it to dear the meaoinR of 
and remove the apparent conlmdiclion* m the prsviffcs 
bearing on creatkra in Vedinta texts. In this connee 
tioo we shall fint consider the question whether iHsa 
(space or ether) has on oriRin or not and os usual hrtt 
hear the Pdrvnpaksha. 

The Pdrvnpoksha irmlntalni (hat lilclfd has no odsin 
\Vby to 7 Because in the tcriptures it is not mentioned 



in the sections which treat of origins, e g , the Chhandogya 
Upanishad, first prap^thaka, sixth khanda 
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2 Bnf, it may be said, there ts (another scriptural 
passage, which mentions the origination of akdsa ) 

The word ‘but’ here indicates that the Piirvapaksha is 
going to introduce a possible objection against his own 
position, with a new to controvert it It is true, the 
objector may say, that the origination of Akdsa is not 
mentioned in the Chhdndogya , but it is mentioned in 
other scriptural passages For the Upanishad of the 
Taittinyakas, at the commencement of the second Valh, 
after teaching that "Brahman is the truly existent, in- 
telligent, and infinite,” goes on to say, “From that same 
spiang dkasa ” 


Ollcl ” «,lrt '«lRl, titl+t, ’s:?} =^Icl<,fq I 

SUHJr[ ? — gcl 'illSUSHW ( 



oit] fiinliUswmr 

Wnnwj«Q“r fl fn flnjvini*i 

I wn ^ »nPn «j*rrft 

wn.'5i^ iiitr* i W*ni«i«w*3Hi vnr>r*7 

^nll fWf^ in*jf\_-i»i xiiniir; wro* ^ 

^ wiPi Tfh, "R »iin ^ ^ ^•Hnr •rrll ftir -moH i Or 

ft tft nn^l f nwp^ 

3 (That scnptoril passage however mu»t be taJccn to 
ha\e) a secondary sense because (the ongioaUon of dkdsa) 
IS im>osx>bte 

The Pdrvapalaha now refutes the objeclioo railed 
m the last Sd/ra ] lo realit) there is no scnptoral passage 
meatioomg the ongioation of The passage quoted 

as refemog to the ongination of dkisa must be taken os 
having ooly a secondary («x figuratite) siipilicince. Just 
os amongst common people a secondary (ftgun\ti\ e) use of 
the word Is mot with m such cn cssions as “make room 
<f*dra” “room (dtdsa) has been made and so forth 
similarly these scriptural expressions also have only a 
secondary meaning Why so ? On account of impossibi 
lity because it Is impossible to prove the existence of 
the necessary conjunetjon of causes in the case of didta 
According to Knnnrta whatever Is originated Is originated 
from three kinds of causes, vis inherent cnoses, non In 
herept caoses, and operative'causes. The inherent cause of 
a sifbstnnce consists of several substnnees of the tome kind. 
The noninhcrent cause is the conjoncUon of the snbstances 
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constituting the inherent cause Machines, instruments, 
etc , constitute the operative cause In the case of dkdsa, 
none of the three causes exist , therefore tlie origination of 
dkdsa IS impossible Further, it is possible for things which 
are caused, such as fire etc , to have difTerences between 
their earlier and later stages , c g , before the origination 
(of lire), light and the other effects of it did not exist, while 
they appear after its origination But about akdsa, it is 
not possible to conceive such difference between the earlier 
and the later conditions Is it possible to maintain, we ash, 
that before the origination of dkdsa, there w'ere no spaces, 
no apertures, no holes ? Or this reason, as well as from 
the characteristic qualities of such as all-pen ading- 

ness etc , it follows that it is unoriginated 
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4 From the Vedas also (the nQn-origination of dkdsa 
follows ) 

(The Pdirvapaksha continues That dkdsa is uncaused 
follows not only from logical reasoning, but also from the 
words of the scripture. It says, Air and this mid-region 
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are Immortal , IBn II 3 3) ^Vhat is immorliU can 
not have on origin Another passage Omnipresent and 
eternal Uko dkdsa by comparing Brahma (o ^Idxa In 
respect of omnipresence and eternity intimates that the 
same two qoaJities belong to 4td5<i also in which case 
origination cannot be attributed to IL 
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5 (A oecondary os well as a primary sense) of one 
fTfid /Ac laine trord (gambhAta i e sprang) is potsibJe 
just as tn the case of the vord Drahmaii 

The Pilrvopaksha replies to an objection that may 
arise out of his statement In the third sutra. The objec 
tjon it this How con one and the same word gambfitlta 
(sprang) bo used m the scnptural texts commenang with 
Irom that Self sprang dJidsa iTaitti II l) once m 
its primary meaning with regard to fire etix^ and again in 
its secondary meaning with regard to dkdsd ? The reply 
of the PdrvapnIrthT to this objection is The one word 
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sawhln'da (sprang' maj, according to the difTercnt subjects 
to \\hich it refers, have primary as well as secondary uses, 
like the nord ‘Brahman ’ In the tliird Valh of the same 
Tm/Z/r/yrr Upanishad the 'word ‘Brahman’ is used in its 
secondary sense with regard to food etc , and to austerities, 
and also m its primary sense with regard to the First 
Cause, wliose essence is bliss Similarly with respect 
to ^sanibhiita ' 
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6 (In reply to the foregoing statements of the Piirva- 
paksha, we say that) according to the words of the soip- 
tni es propositions once ajfii nied theiein for establishment 
lemain confirmed (lit. unabandoned) only on the admission- 
of the non-difference (of the entire world with Brahman) 
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This Is the reply from the slandpotnt of the Stltmklra- 
Throoghout the Vendantas, propositions like this nre 
constantly found affirmed WTien (ho Self has been 

seen heard pcrcej\*ed and known then all this Is- 
known” ( Dn IV 5 6. ) Such affirmations remain 
unabandoned (i c uncontradlcted) only If m erything in the- 
woHd Is held to bo non-differcnt from fl e^ Identical with) 
Brahman the object of (\edanbc* knowledge Only in 
the event of admitting a difTerence between them would 
the proposlbon ^D> the knowledge of one thing every 
thing is knoT.m Chh \I 1 3) be contnubctecL That 
identity (i e. the identity of the entire ^\'Drld vnth Brahman 
again is possible of affirmation only if e\erythiDg m the 
world ongloates from Brahman. And it is understood 
from the words of the scnptores that that affirmation cm be 
established only through the theory of the identity of the 
material cause and its effects. Thils the passages Sat ithe 
truly existent one only O dear (disciple was all this in the 
beginning — one only without a second “it thought, „ ii 
sent forth fire etc. {Chh VI 2 I 3) after declaring 
in the first place, that oil effects are produced by Brahman, 
proceed to declare. In the second place, that everything Is 
idenbcal with Brahman \dz. In the p^wges commencing 
with In it all that exists has its Self {Chh VI 8 7 ' 
to the end of the prapithaka. Noa if ikdsa be not an 
effect of Brahman then It cannot become known by 
Brahman being known, and such a supposition would 
involve the abandonment of propositions previously 
affirmed. 
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7 Blit, as observed m the xooild, tlieie ts division 
(i e separation of one thing from another) only so far as 
■(things [are) modifications (of other substances, i e. are 
ofifects, and not causes) 

The "word but’ is meant to exclude the doubt that the 
origination of dkasa is impossible We should not suppose 
that the origination of dkasa is impossible For in this 
world, division (i e , separation of one thing from another) 
IS observed onl> in so far as modifications (i e , things 
produced, as effects, from other substances, such as jars, 
pots, etc , ) are obsen^ed , and nothing that is not an effect 
IS anywhere seen to be divided Now, dkdsa is perceived 
to be divided (distinct) from the earth, etc Hence dkdsa 
nlso must be an effect 
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8 By the above, air {also) is explained 
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The aboN-o expL-malion of (the onffitration ofi dkilstT 
(from Brahman) scnti oUo for aJr of v,hlch didsa is Ihe 
support The same steps os hax-e been emploj-ed in the 
discussion about the origin of didsa mz. the preliminar) 
doubt the Pirv-apaksha, and the cslobltshmenl of the hy 
pothesis, should be applied in the case of the ongm of 
air also 
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9 But the Sat (the truly existent One i e Brahman) 
has no ongi« /or that ts ttupossible 

Here some one might think that like didsa and air 
Brahman too might have on origin in something else The 
purpose of the present Sdtra is to remove such doubt 
It IS unreasonable to imagine that Brahmen -whose 
essence is Being itself may ha\’e his being from something 
else. ^Vhy so ? Because It is Impossible Because, the 
condition in which one thing becomes an origin and ano 
ther its product never arises unless the cause and the 



effect are distinguishable as general aad particular (as clay 
and a jar). Nor, again, can the Sat spring from anything 
particular , because it is observed that particular forms of 
-existence are produced from what is general, (as jars etc 
from clay etc) and never the general from the particular 
Nor, further, can the Sat (Being) spring from asat, ' non- 
being , because the asat has no self (and therefore cannot 
be a cause) , and further, there is this reproachful passage 
in scnpture, “How could that which ts, spring from that 
which ts not ?” (C/i/i VI 2, 2) 

I I 
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-{ 1 

10 Fire proceeds from that 'i e air) , for such is 
•stated (in scripture ) 

Fire proceeds from that, t e , air Why so ? For, it is 
thus said, VIZ , in the passage “Fire (proceeded) from 
air ” {TattU Up II, l) 
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11 Water (proceeds from fire ) 

The wuiJs proceeds from that (t c 6re) os de 
clared in scripture have to be snpplted from the 
prenous Siitra. Water proceeds from that, i e fire. 
Why so 7 For it is thus said vaz,, in the passages It sent 
forth water (C/i7i \ I 2 3) and From fire water 
(XaxUt II 1) 
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12, (In the scriptural text declaring the origin of 
food from water) food ts to be taken in tfie tento o/ 
earth because of the subject matter the colour and other 
PatsaS^ 

We read In the scripture. That water thought May I 
bo many may I grow forth It sent forth food, (C/i/i VI 
2, 4 Here doubt arises, whether the word fooir denotes 



rice, barlej% and such other eatables as cooked food, etc , 
or, the earth We say it is the earth that is intended to be 
meant by the word ‘food’ Why so ? On account of the 
subject matter, on account of the colour 'of earth', 
and on account of other passages In the first place, 
the subject matter of that passage is “the elements,” 
as seen from the preceding passages, “it sent forth 
fire, it sent forth water” <C/ih vi II) In the 
enumeration of the successive elements, the next turn 
(after fire and water) is that of ‘earth’ , and it would 
be improper to pass it over and to assume without a reason 
that the meaning of the word ‘food’ is ‘nee, barley’ etc. 
In the second place, the colour of ‘food’ too, as mentioned 
in a complementary passage, viz , “The dark colour is the 
colour of food” [Chh VI, 3 , agrees with that of earth. 
The predominant hue of earth is dark In the third place, 
other scriptural passages dealing with the same subject 
declare that what was there as the froth of the water 
condensed and formed earth” (Bn I, 22 ) 
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13 (Sow the elements do not produce other dements 
of tbemselv'es) but it tt he (t e^ the Lent leho produces 
them) throufih his creative thought because he has been 
meutioued (In the scriptores os the Creator) 

Here a doubt may onse Do dkdsd and the other 
dement* themsds’es sertd forth thejr effects, or docs the 
Highest Lord abiding os the sehnof those elements, 
produce those effects by his creative thought ? If the 
lodepeodent action of the dements should bo imagined from 
such scriptonU p?i«iges as “the fire thought “the 
i^-atcr thought" ( Chh VI 2 3 and 4) etc,, wo lay in 
reply that It it the Highest Lord, who obidingas the sel\es 
of the vtirioua elements, produces, by his creative thought 
the respective effects Why so ? IWnn*;® lo the section on 
creation U is his characteristics as Ruler etc. that ero 
mentioned, e g^ “Ho who dwellmg in the earth is yet 
dittiDCt from the earth, whom Uie earth cannot know to 
whom the earth Is as a body and who controls the 
earth from wlthm, — he It is wbo li thy Self thy inmost 
Ruler the Immortal (Bn V 7) It thought, may 
I be many" {Chh 2 3) etc. The thinking and hearing 
attnbnted (in certam texts) to water fire, etc., mast 
be viewed as due to the fact of the Highest Lord 
having entered them (and not their independent thinking 



and hearing.) It is to exclude the possibility of this doubt 
that the word ‘but’ is used m this siitra 
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14. The order (of dtssohitton), however, ts the reverse 
of this (t e , of the order of creation) Such ts also 
proved (by experience.) 

The order of creation of the elements has been discussed 
hitherto Now we proceed to consider the order 'of their 
xetraction (into Brahman ) It is reasonable to assume 
that the order of dissolution should be the reverse of the 
order of creation. Such a (reverse) order* is also proved 
(by experience,) for it is observed in the world that a man, 
when ascending a stair, takes the steps in a particular order, 
which he has to reverse when he descends It is also 
observed that things made of clay, such as jars, platters, 
■etc , on being destroyed, pass back into clay> and things 
produced from water, such as snow, hail-stones, etc., pass 



bade into the ftUte of ^rntcf Heoce folkm this (con 
clo^jon) thai^ m the earth has fpnjDff from tralcr ii vrould 
at the termioatlon of its period of snbsiMence pats bad 
into water t amj that tratcr which has iprmifr from fire 
would pass back into fire In thic waj* ail efTecis cucces 
Mvdy pass bock ktto itnmtdialdy tintecedent catner 
that fUT cntcrtsi\‘ely more and more subtle, and finally 
fctreai into Umhnun, the ultimate and most subtle of oil 
cactet. 
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15 // on account of ind%caUont (in certain texts) 

«/ he held that the intellect and the mind (have places 
sonie u die i b) in the eucceseion betxoeen (Bmbmin and 
the elements) then w say No because there is no 
difference (betwcuu the organs such as mind etc. and the 
elements) 



Doubt may be thrown on the order of creation of the 
elements as detailed m the previous Sutras. Thus, The 
intellect and the sensonum should be admitted to have places 
somewhere m the succession between the elements and 
Brahman, because these two have been indicated, t e , 
enumerated as steps m creation, in the Mmidakopantshad 
(ii 1) The Sutriik.lra says that if this view be held, and 
if thence it be doubted that the order of the elements 
(m creation etc ) as described above is thereby subverted, 
we say, No, such doubt is not to be entertained , because 
as far as the successive steps of creation and dissolution 
are concerned, there is no difference whatsoever between 
the elements (akasa, air, fire, etc ) and the organs, (the 
intellect, the sensonum, the eye, the ear, etc ) Now, if, 
(as held by us), the organs are made up of the elements, 
then their origination and dissolution are identical with 
the origination and dissolution of the elements, and hence 
we have not to look for any alteration of order on account 
of these two, viz , the intellect and the sensonum If, 
however, it be supposed that the organs are not made up of 
the elements, still the order of the origin of the elements 
need not be affected by the organs , for under that supposi- 
tion, the organs may all have been produced first and the 
elements last, or else the elements may have been produced 
first and all the organs last 

Wl^c:lT<T 1 
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Ifh (The TiWcis biflh rwj<l Jealh ) b<tcti£ prcf^griy to 
Uhe bodin onfj of) movinfi ant/ non mcnnnfi (xinRs i« 
th^ vtrx cxitUnca /n/ Ihetc itco trcritj UifKnds on th^ 
oxittenee the hodf their ftpf>tication to it (ihe <^lf of 
ihe indiVKltul) can onty be metaphonca! 

The iru!i\-K]uaI f^\i hA% neither bcftinDinroor ditcoloHon 
such a5 Ihfl eJementi ontl Iho orpiD»ha\e fJirlh ftnd 
death popolarly asenbed to it have ft ptoper applicAtKwi 
to the frocfiei ofify of non moviftR and movinc bemc^. The 
application of thev cis'o vordt to it is only (eeondary (or 
meiaphorica]) and canoot be taken id their primary lensea. 
Itecauso the mduid^tal self appears only when the body K 
bom and disappears when the body is dead so the 
voids birth and death have come to be u^ed mem 
phorically with reference to the individua] self 
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17 The Self it not (ongiiiaieJ) as ther fi no 
scribturaJ text to the effect and also at it ft eternal 
ncconfin^ to them U e^ scriptmrU texts.) 



The self is not originated , because tiiere is no scriptur- 
al text which says so And also because from such scrip- 
tural texts as “it (the self) is unborn, eternal, the ancient’' 
{Kath II 18), etc , the eternity of the self is known 
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18 For this vciy leason (the self ts) iiitclh^cut This 
self is eternally intelligent ‘For this very reason’, i c , 
because it is the highest Brahman himself that exists as the 
(individual self) through its contact with limiting adjuncts 
(up&dhi), and also because the intelligent character of 
Brahman is known through such scriptural texts as 
“Brahman is true, intelligent, and infinite” {Taitft II, 1), 
etc , therefore the individual self is intelligent in character 

V 1 IsimR+IIVJ 1 , — ‘'dtitniR- 

7irtU+|<|l'1I+j^’ 5I^+,|C|_ ^Rli+l*!, +llcl ^Sll'tll+l+1'1+1^, 'HHIlct 

'jilsutl+.lrl 'Hd 'tll+l+ll+i^ 1 clUdl ^fclM+II+yicJ^ MRRefefl 'H'imR+linj , 
^ ^>5qR*1l<U I ^ ‘q^H'l+t. ^^qR+U+nd ^ 

^1*1ciq^i;]iqi Rl+,+11+1^ I 

19 (The Purvapaksha says that the individual seF is 
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of atomic ftize, on account of tha mention In tha scHptUrci ) 
of iln f*anlnfi ohI noiiig rtrtd returninc 

\\ 0 now pass on to the consldemtion of what tice the 
irKli\iJual telf ii. Fmt as usoo! we have the PArv*a 
paksha, (in Sutras 19 to 2S) As the self is said In the 
scrlpiures to pftss out of tho body, to go to other worlds 
and to come back from other worlds to this, so it must bo 
of limited and atomic site and it can neither be oil per 
v-adinff nor of the size of the body PfissIoR from place to 
place is hnpostfble in the case of an all perv-adjng body 
and the theory of the celf bdnft pf the same sue as the 
body has already been refuted m course of the examination 
of the Joina doctrine. 
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20 And oti account of the two latter C?oing and 
returning ) being eannccieJ wtth the teJf (it Is a movidff 
thing and hence of atomic site) 

The Pdrvtipakiha continues. We concede that passiog" 
out does not necessarily Indlole motion for passing 
out may be attnbuled even to a self whose karma has- 
been exhausted and which ceases thenceforth to move. 
But the two latter Wb., ffolngt and retarding* are not 
possible In the cose of something tliat does not move.. 
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These two latter, viz , ‘going’ and ‘returning’ can have 
connection with ( t e , application to ) self-activities only , 
(t e , their application to selves indicates that selves 
move, and consequently must be atomic m size 
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21 If it be said that (the self) is not atomic, on 
account of there being scnptural texts stating the con- 
traiy, we say, No , for (in those texts) the subject matter 
IS different (viz Brahman) 

The Piirvapaksha continues. If it be objected that 
from scriptural texts which deny the above statement {t e , 
the statement of the atomic size of the self), such as “He 
is that great, unborn” [Bn IV 4 22 ) “Like dkdsd he is 
omnipresent and eternal” and the like, the opposite of 
atomic size, i e , a great size, is to be inferred in ^respect 
of the self, we say. No Why so ? Because such scrip- 
tural statements are made in connection with another 
subject-matter, that is Brahman, and not the Jfva 
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22. AnJ (the tell is proved fo be otonuc la *]re' from 
t/ie tdeniical tcord betas menitotud and the tilfs 
meaturciHeni by division being given (in the scnptarea) 
The Pilrvapaksha cootmoea. Tbe atomic nze of the 
eel/ is farther corroborated by the two following facts. First, 
the very wu J meaning atomic sae is used m tbe scriptures, 
as for example in the passage *Th(5 sabtJe (i e atomic) 
self IS to be known by the mind &c. (Mnnd III 1 9) 
Secondly the nnmflnti or measurement by di\'ision (of the 
self) is^glven In the following scriptural text — “The self 
18 to be known as a hundredth part of the hundredth part 
of the pomt of a hair and yet it is worthy of obtaining 
infinitude, (Svet V 9) The commentary nnrnM 
‘BhAmati thus paraphrases the above scnptunil text — 
‘‘From the point of a hair is first divided its hundredth 
part From that hnndredth part again is divided tfs 
bnndredth*^ part Then that il tEii ttftasuromeut spoken 
of — From these two corroborative evidences also follows 
the atomic size of the individual self ^ 
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23 There ts ito tncompaitbihiy (between the seifs- 
atomic size and its perceptions e\tending over the entire; 
body\ as tn the case of sandal-paste 

The Piirvapaksha refutes an objection If the self’s 
size were atomic, then it could reside only at one point 
of the body, and perceptions extending over the entire body 
would be inconsistent with such a size — This doubt need 
not be entertamed , because there is no lncompatlblllty^ 
‘as in the case of sandal-paste’ Just as a drop of 
sandal-paste, though in actual contact with one spot of 
the body only, yet produces a refreshing sensation extending 
over the whole body, so the soul, abiding at one point of 
the body only, may cause perceptions extending over the- 
whole body As the self is connected with the skin (the; 
seat of sensations), the extension of the self’s sensations 
throughout the whole body is not contrary to reason, for the 
skin extends over the whole body 
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24 // 1 / be objected (against the last Siitra) that the- 

(sandal paste his a) tpectfic tocahon (which the self has- 
not) w toy No For there i* a ttatement (of specific 
location for the self in the scriptures) vim vilhin the 
heart 

The PonTip^Wha refutes another objection It may 
be again objected that the spot of sandal paste has d 
specific location for we aetnally obsen-e its position In 
one part of the body but as regards the self its position 
in one part of the body can neither be observed nor 
inferred, — ^Thli objection too sboold not be raised^ For 
m such scriptorol passages as *Tfae self is in the heart 
[Praa ill 6) etc, speafic location has been admitted 
m the mm of the self as distinctly os in the case of the spot 
of saednl paste 
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25 Or on account of tta quality (of pervasiveness) 



jtisf as tn the world (the light of a lamp pervades a 
whole room) 

The Purvapaksha refutes another objection Just as 
in the world, the light of lamps or gems placed in one 
part of a room illuminates the whole room, and thus 
produces an effect in the whole room, similarly the self, 
though abiding in one part of the body only, may produce 
perceptions throughout the entire body 
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26 Extending beyond (ts possible) cis in the case 
of odour 

The Purvapaksha refutes still another objection ■ “How 
can a quality extend beyond that in which it inheres, and 
abide elsewhere ?” This doubt is not to be entertained 
Because just as odour may exist in e extend to) a place 
beyond where the odoriferous objectfe, such as flowers etc , 
:are, similarly the quality of intelligence may extend beyond 
the self, although the latter should be atomic 


R'Q I ctii<T ^ I 



iirk-.irk(H ^ TOpf »* (rt tiif« t in« { «r^cicn> 

l-Jl»if I 

27 Xnd ihut (the scnpiure alto) de^latxt 
The I dn'apakshin quotes scnpture to sopport himself 
bcripture also declares that the wlf pcmules 'the entire 
body by means of iLs qaaJity me intellifrmce id luch 
passages as Up to the hairs, up to the tips of the nails 
{lin I 4 7 Krtu i\ 20 Chl$ I’m 8 I etc.) 
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28 On aceoi/«/ c/ teftantie ttalement (of self and 
intelllceace as agent and iastrumeut, in the scriptures) 

The PdrxTJpakfhin quotes scnpturo again to support 
himself The self and Its Intelligence have been dearly 
distinguished os agent and Instrument in such scdpturo) 
pntsages M “Having taken possession of the body by 
coosctoufuess {Kau ill C) and “Then (the intelligent 
selO having absorbed all Intelligesce through the intelli 
gence of the senses {Bri IL 1, 17) etc v.henco it is 
to bo understood that the self pervades the body only 
through intelligeoce, which Is Its (piolity 
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29 But it ts to the prcdoDitiiiDice of its Qualify (t e 
Its limiting adjunct, viz buddhi or intelligence), that the 
ascription of that (t e atomicity) to tt ts due, as tn the 
case of the Intelliscnt Self (7 e Biahman) 

Now begins the reply of the Sutrakara The word 
"but’ denotes the rejection of the position of the Pun^a- 
paksha In reality, however, the self is not of atomic 
size. Then, how is it that atomicity etc have been 
attributed to it (m the scriptures) ? Because of the 
predominance of its quality, that is of buddhi It is the 
qualities of buddhi (such as desire, aversion, pleasure, pain, 
etc ), that constitute the mam cause of the transmigratory 
-existence of the individual self Hence the (secondary or 
^figurative) ^ ascription to it of atomic size (the size of 
"buddhi’) as in the case of the Intelligent Self’ (t, e 
Brahman) Just as in those sections of the scriptures 
whose topic IS meditation on the qualified Brahman, the 
Highest Self is spoken of as possessing relative minuteness 
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nnd U3 on, because it Iho hft^ iJrt qualili« of its Iimhjnjf 
adjuncts <•£>» >n the rtu^»ires SmaSIcr tbaa n i?T*ln of 
ticc er barley”, (CAA III H 3) He itbo conibl^ of 
mmJ who« body U /trjna (Cfth HI 14 2) etc,, — soil 
I a1«o «nih the ioJitHdunt lelf 
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30 The objection (that the cooJunclJOD of dllTerenl 
entities cannot be r<cin>ai»col) doea not apply bforuie (tht 
co/t/iifjd/on of the telf wthhuddhi) taste just as lonR 
as the individual self cjnsts as seen (in ^cTiptand 
paisnaes) _ ^ 

The SdlraldLra refutes an t^jectlon ■i!ir It be assumed 
that the mioateness of the feU h doe to the predocniaance 
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of Its quality, t e hitddhi From this it follows that the 
conjunction of bitddln and the self, they being different 
entities, must necessarily come to' an end , and the self, 
when disjoined from the hndditi, will become unsupported, 
and hence non-existent ” To this we reply that this 
objection is not to be entertained, because the conjunction 
of the self with biiddiu lasts just as long as the indi\ i- 
duahty of the self lasis The self’s connection with 
biiddln is true only in its state of (fictitious) transmigratory 
existence, and not in its real existence But how is it 
known that the self’s connexion with bttddhi lasts just 
as long as its individuality lasts Because that is seen 
in the scriptures, which declare, “The Person of light, 
■yvhose essence is knowledge, dwelling within the heart, 
surrounded by the prdnas, he remaining identical, wanders 
along the two worlds, as if thinking, as if moving” (Bru 
IV 3 7), etc Here the expression “whose essence is 
knowledge” m6ans “whose essence is buddJit" Again 
with regard to the words “remaining identical” we may 
ask mdentical with what ?” The evident answer, based 
on the proximity of words, is “with biiddhi" Further, 
by the expressions “as if thinking”, “as if moving”, it is 
meant that the self does not think and move on its own 
account, but thinks as it were, and moves as it were, 

1 1 I 

because the bud-dht to which it is jomed really thinks 
and moves Hence the self’s transmigratory (individual) 
existence is due only to connexion with huddht 

It <■ f 
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J1 Stcanif it it r^atanttbfe that xchat tints fpoteo 
IiaIIj iiften«ml«) maniftxH ttsti/ hie x.'irile pcsitr Ar 
The Silltokira felatci another ohjfction In iho •tales 
of deep ficrp and firahja (the abvwptKm of created thitufs 
tn limhnuo) 00 connection of iho tu'lf with 6MdJAi can bo 
aflirmed for in thoie (Ute< according to Ibe scriptam, 
'll! modifications pus awa) and on urKioaJified itale is 
reached, as »een m the pusage. He becomes then O dear 
(disaple) rruniteJ with the Trrie ha is gone to hi* own 
(Chh VI 6 H. Then bow can it be said that its connection 
vith buddhi luti as long as the self exist*.?** Tothisobjec 
tion Vi-Q reply that it it reasonable to tupposo that the self 
remains connected with buddht os long as it last*. Like 
vinlepow'er &c^** AttheriulteeJ and mon«tache* potentially 
exist Id cbildhood and are afterward* manifested, so 
it is reasonable to bold that during sleep the telf* connec 
tlon with buJJbi continues to exist in a potential slate 
and it is manifested during the waking state nod not that It 
huddenly and unaccountably emerges again after cessation 
during steep 
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32 Othcnoi<ic, there would be either coustcxnt per- 
ception or constant non-peiceptton, or else a limitation 
of either of the two ( viz the self and the senses J 

The SutrAkara strengthens his position Othenvise, t e , 
supposing we did not acknowledge an internal organ 
(hitddht or manas) through whose attention and non- 
attention perception and non-perception took place, we 
should have to admit either consant perception or constant 
non-perception There would result perpetual perception 
whenever there would be the conjunction (of the self) with 
the senses and the objects of sense , or else, even if the 
cause having been present, the effect did not arise, there 
would follow perpetual non-perception Neither of these 
is actually observed. Or else, we should have to assume 
'‘a limitation of either ’ t e , that there are obstacles in the 
way of energy, either of the self or of the sense-organs 
3ut the former is not possible, as the self is not capable of 
any modification or limitation , nor the latter, as there is 

I 

mo reason why the energy of the sense-organ which is non- 
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obstructed in the preceding and the follorring moments' 
should without any cause, be obstructed (in the intervening 
moment.) Hence the explanation (given in Sdtm 29) 
of the attribution of minuteness to the tel/ (onogtoits 
rfmnexroo with &udd/ii) U reasonable. 
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33 TPa •>}/ IS an ftgent /or (it is on that admisswn 
that the xoords of the tertpture acquire a meaning 

By the teetJoa on the predominance of the quality of 
buddhi another ottnbute of the individual telT is set forth 
Thd individual is an agent. Why so ? Because it is only 
thus that meonbg can be given to lucfa scriptural texts 
as **Ho should perform sacrifices, malre hre oblations, give 
donations” and the like otherwlso the texts become 
rti«tn nglets. Similarly a meaning attaches to this text 
also on the same supposlUoo t — Verily this pclsun who 
is the seer the hearer the smeltef the taster the p^rcolver 
the thinker ” the 'agent, toad who has knowledge^ fpr his 
essence Ac." (Pro* IV 9) ^ i 
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34 (And) on account of the teaching about the seifs 
wandenng about 

The self is pro\ed to be an agent, also because scrip 
tural te\ts mention its wandering about in the state of 
sleep, c g,“The immortal one goes ^\here\er he likes” 
(Bn IV 3, 12’, and also, ”He mo\ es about, according to 
his pleasure, in his own bodv", (Bn II 1, 18) 
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35. (And) on account of the teaching about the seifs 
taking. 

1 

The self is proved to be an agent, also- because , the 
scriptures in the section , dealing with the individual self 
speak of it as taking its instruments, e g , “Having taken 
the infelligence of the j^fatias through its own intelligence” 
(Bn. II. 1, 17), and “Having taken the'' (Brt. 
II. 1, 18) 
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36. Also btatiite tt fs described (m the Bcriptnres as an 
agent) with rtzard to action //^the »oul vrere' not (meant 
os tbe agent these would have been a different des 
enption 

Tbfi teU Is proved to be on agent a)so from th)s, 
that tbe senpture ^>eak3 of its being an agent both in 
secular and in Vedic actions, e *Tho vijnina performs 

tbe socnfices, it performs ofl acts Taittl II 5) If it be 
objected that the \«OiiI vijnkna here applies to buddln 
so how can it Indicate the agency of tbe self wo say 
No The self is meant here, not tbe bitddhi If tbe self 
were not meant, then tbe description would have been 
diflerenL The language would then have been Through 
vijndna It performs not Vijndna performs. fSce also 
Siltra 38 

I omal*iqs(5|u« 1 

re I Or wirt «• wim v; fH (ipre 

qr .jw] Pwfte n qft U 



I "^ICHI fl?f% ’^fMtJ+i'f 'S^H'y^. 

'^d '3t)^ M(j(d, — ‘'<imdfe'=(ft, ^r»t4iH ’ 1 4441 '«^4^♦1_ ^(IcHl rj4t^{3J !4i% 

^ ’tlR44?tJT y.d 

1 

37 There ts absence of restncHoii (in , regard to the 
self's action as agent) jnsf as in regard to peiceptioii 

An objection may be raised here “if the self, as dis- 
tinct from the httddht were the agent, then it would, because 
independent, do exclusively what is pleasant and useful to 
itself, and never the opposite But it is observed to do the 
opposite also It is not reasonable that the independent 
self should act thus unrestrictedly (t e , do what is pleasant 
and what is unpleasant .indiscriminately) ” To this 

i 

objection we reply Just as the self, though free with 
regard to perception, perceives unrestrictedly both what 
IS pleasant and what is unpleasant, so does it perform 
unrestrictedly both what is pleasant and what is un- 
pleasant 

I s,d^ ft'sjid'dldR^s 'd'ild I g»i R'sJK- 
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38 On account of the reversal of powei 

The self as distinct from vijndna has to be admitted 
as an agent for the following reason also If huddJn were 
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denoted bj the word vtjn^na oad were the there 

would take pbco a rerertal of power /Jut/t/AT* power 
as instnmieiit would ha\e to be denied and IW power as 
affcnl would ha\e to bo affirmed which ii nnrcdsonablc- 
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39 And on account of ihe im/>osji6r7j/y of samddhi 
That the self i* an agent follows from this also that 
the meditation taaghl in the VodAota, as charrwilensed m 
such texts os the following Is possible only if the self 
18 an agent — ‘The Self is to be seen heard, thonght and 
meditated upon (Bn II 4 5' *1716 Self we must seek 

out the Self we roust try to understand" [Chh VIII 
7 1) Meditate on the Self os Om (Mrind II 2 6) 
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40. And as the carpenter (is an agent when working 
with his tools, and a non-agent at other times) so ts the self 
both (agent and non-agent) 

The word ‘and’ here is used to remove a doubt. The 
self’s activity is not to be supposed as inherent in its 
nature Just as a carpenter, with his adze and other tools 
in hand, is an agent, but when he has laid aside the adze 
and other tools, is a non-agent, similarly the self is an 
agent only in relation to its instruments, but is a non-agent 
by its own fundamental nature It exists in the states 
both of activity and inactivity 
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41 But (the self’s activity is) from the Supreme 
Being, because scripture teaches that 

The activity of the individual self is due to the Supreme 
Being, and not independent of Isvara Because ‘that’, 
« e , its dependence on fsvara, is taught in the scriptures, 
thus, “And it is he who makes that individual do virtuous 
deeds w’nom he wishes to lead up from these worlds 
And it IS he who makes that individual do vicious deeds 
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■whom he wrthes to lead down (from theie world*)” 
Kam III 8> and again. He who dwelling within the 
self rules the self from within ” Bn III 7 23) 
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42 Bui (tavanO hat regard to the efforit made (by 
individual »el\e3) /or tAus o«/j is *ap«<i t/ie ngntficance 
o/ injuncltotiM ProhQjtiione et\:clera 

An objection refuted Out if ennsaJ agency thns 
belongs to fsvora, it follows that be ii unjust and cruel 
and that the individual self has to undergo the consequences 
of what It has not dona — Not ao. The word ‘but sets 
aside the objection Isvani has regard to the efforts made 
by Individuals, f 0 ^ to the inequality of their virtuoos and 
vicious actions and so allots to them corresponding unet)nal 
results. But how is it laown that isvam has regard to the 
efforts made ? For thns only do injunctions and probibi 
tioos become significant / only if fsvara has regard to 
the eff'orts made by mdividols do injanc49ns such as “He 



who IS desirous of ’ h'^eaven should' perform sacrifices” and 
prohibtions such as “A Br^hmana must not be killed”, etc 
become significant Otherwise, they Ijecome meaningless. 
The words “et cetera” are meant to include “the signi- 
ficance of human efforts, etc ” 
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43 (The individual self is) a patt (of Brahman)^ 
because, their dtffe) ence is taught (m certain texts),, and 
because, contrai iwise, some (schools teach) hts x^entity 
with fishermen, gamble) s, etc 

The individual self is to be considered a ‘part’ of 
fsvara, not Isvara himself Why so ? Tirst ‘on account 
of the declaration of difference’, i e , because the difference 
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(between the Highest Self and the mdiMdimJ self) in 
indicated in such scriptural passoffcn ns ”The Self wo 
must seek out the Self we must try to undcntand ” 
(Cfih VIII 7 1) Ho who knou's him becomes a muni 
liri IV 4 22) He who duelling uithln the self rules 
the self from within” (Bn III 7 23) and the like. And 
secondly because there are Icxu teaching othermse t e 
declaring the Don-difTerence (of ls\Tira and the indi\ndual) 
c n some members of a certain Vedic School speak of 
Brahman s becoming fishermia gamblers etc. The 
Athan’anas in thar Brahmasuku say Brahman is the 
fishermen Brahman Is the sLwes, Brahman Is these 
gamblers” etc. By mentlooing the Instances of such low 
class beings os the fisbentieo who are commonly known 
ns Kai\*artas, the slatws, who gi\e tbemselses away to 
their masters, and the gamblers, and by stating that they 
ore all Brahman, the Alhorvanas ha%*o declared that oil 
IndiMdual soK-es are identical with Brahman From 
these two \iews of difTercDce and non'difTerence there 
results the \ lew of the j(\'a bemg apart of Brahman 
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44 And on account of the Mantra, 

Jfva is a part of isvaro, because a mantra (VedJc text) 
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also intimates the same view, e g , “Such is its greatness , 
greater than it is the Person One foot of it are all beings, 
three feet of it are the Immortal in heaven” {Rtk X. 30, 3 , 
CMk III, 12, 6' 
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45 Moreovst , it ts so stated tn the Sniriti 

In the Bhagavad-gitd also jfva is spoken of as a 
part of Isvara, eg, “In the world of living beings an 
eternal portion of me becoming the individual self &c ” 
<XV 7). 
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4€ (The iodividuAl telf it liable to plea^re atid pafa 
Iwt) net so the Supreme Bang Ute Itght etc 

An objection related. “If we admit that the tdf is 
*i part of fs\*ara, then on the telfi beins olHictod bjr paia 
fjv'ora too whoso part it is, w'ould bo afflicted hy pain — 
To this objection wo repl) Not to the Supremo Bdnff' 
the Supreme fsv'acu does not feet iho pun of the 
worldly state os the Iadi\ iduol does. Like liffht etc. 
ju't os the li^ht of the son or the moon which fflis aJI 
fpace appears to assume (he straight and ciir\*ed form 
v,nih the assumption of such and such forms by the limilJoff 
ad/uaets e t fingers etc. with which it is in contact 
hut does not really do so and just os tikdse although 
appearing to mot'o Vihen (the contamiog) jars etc. are 
mot-ed does not really ruoNo and just as the suo although 
Its Image appears to tremble when the cup of water 
reflecting it is shaken does oot really tremble — tirmlorly 
Ni,*ara, although the part of him limited by buddtn and 
other adjuncts, and named the IndUidual self he affected 
hy polo IS not so affected 
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47 Thz Siiiintis also (teach that is%rara is not 
subject to pam). , 

Vyasa and others state in tlieir Smritis that the 
Highest Self is not affected by the pain of the mdi\ idual, 
<e g — 

“The Highest Self that dwells there is eternal and 

devoid of qualities, 

He IS not stained by the fruits of actions, any 

more than a lotus-leaf by water 

But that other self who is active in character, 

IS subject to bondage and liberation 

He Is bound again and again with the seventeen-fold 

f 

aggregate " 

Here, ‘the seventeen-fold aggregate’ means the subtle 
body consisting of the ten sen^e-organs^ the ffve priuias, 
nianas, and buddhi ] From the word ‘also’ we are to 
understand that the scriptures too teach the same , eg. 
One of the two enjoys the sweet fruit, while the other 
looks on without eating” (Rik I 164.21, Mund III 
1 1 , Svet IV 6), and “So fhe one Inner Self of all 
creatures, beyond all objects, is not mixed up' with the 
sorrows of the world ” (Katha V ll)' 
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^8, (Thoorh ihe ooe Highest Sc)l appears in all things 
yet) ^r/niMiiOfts find {\rohtbtttottx (base nn*en) on ucceunt 
of the minexton (of the Self) xnth be>diet as in the ense 
of fire etc 

An objection refuted Hon do permlssiont and prohi 
bitions, both Vedic and secular become possible though 
the Self IS one only ? — On account of the SelPa connejfion 
tcith bodies, as in the cose of fire etc Jost os lire H 
ooe only yti we than a fire which has hod contact with 
flesh (ix has burnt a cOit/se) but not any other fire jost 
os such things consisting of earth os dmmoadf bcryK etc. 
ore Cftecracd while corpses etc though equally contlstinp 
of earth arc ihunned —so although to the one Self without n 
second there ore no things to be either B\*oided or accepted 
and consequently do obligations to bh Tulhlled yet on 
account of its connexion with bodies, certain actions become 
enjoined and certain others prohibited 
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49 And on account of the non-cxicnsion (of individual 
selves) there ts no confusion 'of the results of actions) 

Another objection refuted "if we admit the unity of 
the Self, there will be only one undivided activity of that 
one Self, and so confusion may arise in connecting indiv i- 
dual selv’^es with the fruits of their respective actions 
Their fruits of actions may get mi\ed up amongst them- 
selves Doers of evil may secure happiness, and doers of 
good misery " This doubt is not to be entertained, because 
there is no extension of adjuncts, i e because, through the 
^buddhi' of individual selves keeping distinct from one 
another, the enjoying selves also'remain distinct from one 
another and therefore no mixing up of fruits of actions can 
possibly take place 
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50 (And because the individual self is"* only a reflec- 
tion (of the Highest Self 

Thete^ can be no confusion of the results of actions of 
various selves also for this reason, that the individual self 
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onl> n refleclioa of the Highest Self ood is neither 
directly that (the Ilighoit Self nor a reality difTeroDt 
from IL 
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51 Then betns nothinR to limit adnthta the 
unseen results of aetlcm within the Iirrits of particular 
seU-rt eonfosioo would follow) 

The theory of many selves as held by the SAakhyns 
and KAoAdas, leads to the confusion of the results of 
actions, because there is nothing to limit them to particular 
selves In their doctrines, odrishto, which is of the nature 
of religions merit or dement inheres in non particular and 
non intelligent causes. As thus there is no limitativ'O 
reason for any particular adrishta belonging to any particu 
lor self the theory is open to the objection referred to. 
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52 The ’iamc (objection hold*;) with tc'^hcct to tc^olii- 
iiofi^i etc. 

It mny be said that such resolutions as "Let 
ine secure that end," "Let me a\oid this," "Let me strt\c 
for this," "Let me do this," etc, which arise in each parti 
cular self, are sufTicient to determine which particular self 
stands to which particular adrishta in the relation of owner- 
ship — This IS not, how'c\cr, tenable, because the resolu- 
tions also (accordinjj to the abo,e theorists) are made 
through the non-particular conjunction of ntana^ with the 
self in the proximity of all selves lienee the same objec- 
tion applies also to resolutions, etc 
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53 If it be said that the differentiation of the results 
of actions of different selves is effected by the dtftcrctice oj 





] 




pjtjcc (of thur different bodies then t\o say) No because 
ihe Me!/ ts xpilhin (oil thlnf^s) 

An objection refuted. "Ahhonj^h all seK^es are all 
peT\'a5i\*e, yet their conjonction with the uianas uhich 
IS placed m the body takes place tn that part of the 
self which 18 limited by the body and thus the 
necessary differentiations among the resolutions, nnd 
the ndnshta, and the pleasures and pains resulting 
from actions, may all be secured through differences of 
locality” — This explanation loo is not tenable Why so ? 
Because the self it within nil things. There being no dis 
tinction between selves ns regards their oil pervading 
nature rtf/ selves ore within at! bodies The Naitoshikas 
and others, therefore cannot reasonably assume any part 
of the self to bo limited by the bod> Moreover the bodj 
loo originates In proximity to nil solves, nnd consequcntlj 
It is impossible to limit it as belonging to any one porticu 
lor 8 If to the exclusion of all others. Ilenco we conclude 
that the only doctrine free from all objections is the 
doctnne of the unity of the Self 
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1 So arc the pranas (produced directly from 
Brahman) 

In the third pida it has been shown that there is no 
conflict of scriptural passages on the subject of ukdsd etc 
The same will now be done in the fourth p^da on the 
subject of the prdnas The first Siitra says that as the 
worlds etc , are produced from the Highest Brahman, ‘so 
are the prdnas also produced from him Such scriptural 
passages as “From that Self issue forth all pi diias, all 
worlds, all gods, all beings” (Bn II 1 20), etc support 
the origination of the prdnas (from the Highest Brahman) 
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5 wHj fnrW inSi i (g tnn ) 

*lV«W c'nx:*^ Tcg PT^ 

*f»r iT*rtinnrt (g^Utt ) TunTti m •* Vnci •TK«n 

fnv^ g cT' i ^ i g fim t 

2. I2cctiiit4 n secoiufary sense {oi the scTiptcral text*" 
on the wjRin of the prJn/ti) *i tmf^esstble 

The fCTJptural texts on theorlRinof the/>rdnrti from 
IJ Ahfftaa cxnaot be taken »n a frecooJir> Mn*e (i r the> 
arc riol fiRurati\-c Ktatement* nor do the> mean that ihr 
prtfrrrti are produced from Ilmhman indirecll) Ihroujjh 
-omethirm else.) Otherwise, propo<«t>cmn p^ev^cmsJy nsierlcd 
vouU become coairadicted The passatje WTial fs that 
\*cnefnblo Sif throtujh which when it is known cverylhinp 
else bcco ie$ Imown ? (MundJ I J) after havdnp first 
nsserled that the koowlcilRe of exTrythinp may be obtained 
from the Imoi^ledRe of one proceeds to jaibstantiAte thnt 
assertion by such etatements as From him ore bom f>rdrjn 
the ftensonum and all the sense-orpans" (Afnnrf II I 3) 
etc. Now the asscrtiori can be substantiated only if the 
v/hole world, Incladint; the franas etc. is on effect of 
Brahman but It becomes contradicted If the texts on the 
OTiRio of the prdfiai arc taken to hn\’e only a secondari 
tense- 
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(i^i qcf niSig ^ 'Jrt ^dti^g 'qi^tn^iif^g 

'*)*l'nio I “wci«fi=<ii(n Hl‘ul ^ ^TI<iOh vPj^t 

5 ^ilis ) ’*<ct '^Ti'^iiiiif^g gf?i "stj:! iTKiwif^rci. 

cl*^^I^il'tJ|r^VII^jg 'qftT 3 I»H I 

3 Also because that (the word ‘jayate' = is born) is 
used in a scriptural text first (with reference to prana) 

It IS clear that the scriptural statement about the origin 
of the pranas is to be taken literally, just like the state- 
ments about Akasi etc , because the identical ^^ord indicating 
origination, {viz , ‘jdyate'^is born) is used m a certain text 
■first about prdna, and then successively about dkdsd, etc 
For it IS a settled matter that m the passage “From him 
are bom ^1 du^r, the sensorium, all the sense-organs, ether, 
air, fire, water, and the earth, the container of all” {Mund 
II 1 3 ), the origin (‘birth’) is to be taken m a literal sense 
with reference to akdsd etc From parity of reasoning, 
it follows that the origin is to be taken in a literal sense 
lu the case of the prdnas also 
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4 W f/io« (r/e^ fire tv'atcf and earth) are lait/Zo fce 
the nnlcceJents (causes) of speech (/>rdnn and rnanas) 
lhe> have their onjipn in Urahman 

In this Sd/rir speech t« to bo token as indicating; tho 
three rit speech, f>rAna and tnanas It is true that in 
that section of the ’ 3) which has the 

words “That sent forth fire etc the origin of the prrffrai 
IS not mentioned and only the origin of tlie threo elenicnls 
ri-H fire, vrater and earth from Urahtnan is described 
Hut still. In that vomo Lpanishad (VI 5 4 ) speech 
prinit and manat ore mentioned as produced from fire 
water and earth (respectively I Speech and prdfta and 
manat) that have for thetr antecedent causesfire, water and 
earth nhich In lum have Urahman for ihoir causal substance 
have therefore their origin in Dmhman Thus the 
origination of the prdius alto from Brahman is established 




1 1 Ri^ini»t, vip'nVnr ^itoftfrr nTrvr^ rJWTTrnr lerfl 
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•J1 ewniiilTii^ •u efVT. »rjn 

qfii^fli ft msitBrruf— ^ sm tia 1 yn ?— aH* sema 
ns mssL gs sitjc kh Pn nwrn 

Trf»wra^fH!i na^MIipn in 5 fiteqn: vm 

*Ti seisiHrsn^Pi ^wrr^j^siBai, wrf HKir^ g* f «siu 
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a^retii, g 'H"ia<ii ’^a«w9i i 'aa ■aaia.wat'lfl'iig, 

5 (The Purvapaksha maintains that the pranas are) 
seven^ because that ( number) is both understood and 
specified 

The apparent conflict of scriptural passages regarding 
the origm of the prdtias has been removed The same 
will now be dcms with respect to their number As usual, 
we have the Piirvapaksha first Scriptural passages dis- 
agree about the number of the prdtias, which are mentioned 
m various places as seven, nine, ten, eleven, twelve, and 
thirteen What should we take to be their correct 
number ? They are seven Why so ^ First, because 
that number ‘is understood’ m such passages as “The seven 
prdtias spring from him,” (Mund II 1 8 ) etc. Next, 
because that number ‘is specified also’ m the passage 
'“Seven, indeed, are the prdtias of the head ” If, (continues 
the Purvapakshin,) it should be objected that the prdtias 
have been stated to be eight m number in other scriptural 
passages, so how xmder the circumstances can they be seven 
only ? our reply is True, the number eight is also men- 
tioned But as the different enumerations ^viz , seven and 
eight) are mutually contradictory, we have to decide in 
favour of one number. And we decide m favour of the 
number seven, following the principle that a smaller con- 
jecture (simpler hypothesis) is always to be preferred We 
also consider that the other (i e , larger) enumerations 
result from the inclusion of the various modifications 'of 
the fundamental seven). 



^ I fcStnt Mq*! I 

<1 I U *j«'^ ^IaRtii Misii- 

{ IT ) 1 ^nrtn'RiB‘*n^ ‘Rjrtl ^ *Tint n 

•yntuRpj I 'fl'iiRi^-^ian ftHpimjt Hi ^»?IT ^fllUT WT& 

■n^ <t»n *i ^ M^m\ i ^ 

»ni ^ «n^ ^ T% I **•! R ’TT *iTO, 

^1 nq ^rfVt tru hw i n 

^ R«r t'H Rif<i»ii5^*A ^Rrt qsR»t^Rrt wt^ w^TA j 

ip^ftro: smjriftTi:.*TCT^ft ^ S^lPaqiPo 

Jp^pl ^ HRRTSR;qir^ I «"^lqR'44 
*TT q qvi n^ ifrtftTTi\ finnn KHRu^rt 
■“*<^)5l«v<Rivrs<1 ^ ift I 

6 (In reply to the Pdrvnpaksha the SQmJciro says.—) 
JBut On nddibon to the 8o\en prAnas scripture mentions) 
^he bauds etc Ttus bttng a sailed matter therefore^ 
(\re must) not (conclude) th^fs (tx that the /irdnai nro 
seven only) 

To the above the SAtraWra replies thus — In addition 
to the seven prduas scripture mentions other prdnas also 
■such as the hands, (Brt III 2, 8 etc.) The existence of 
^rdiio* m excess of the number seven must be accepted 
as a settled fact The number seven may however be 
reconciled with thm fact for it is contained within the 
fpreater number Whenever there arises a dispute as (o 
■number between a greater and a less, the greater number 
h ns to be accepted for the smaller number is contained 







wilhin the greater, but not the greater v. ithin the smaller 
‘lienee*, we say, ‘not thus’, i.c , it is unreasonable to argue 
for the sake of a smaller conjecture (z c , a simpler hypo- 
thesis) that the number of prdna'; is se\en only Rather 
we should conclude, in deference to the larger number, 
that their number is eleven It may be objected that 
scripture mentions numbers higher even than cle\en, eg, 
twehe and thirteen To this the Sutrakira replies 
True , such numbers are, indeed, mentioned But no 
additional functions over and abo%e the eleven (enumerated 
below) e\ist, for the performance of which it would be 
necessary to assume additional organs Intellectual 
activities are of fi\ e kinds, having for their objects sound, 
touch, colour, taste and smell respectively , for which there 
are the five organs of perception Actions, too, are of 
five kinds, viz , speaking, taking, going, evacuation and 
procreation, for which there are the five organs of action 
And finally, there is Dianas, w'hich has all things for its- 
objects, and whose activity extends to the past, the present,, 
and the future, and which is one only, though having" 
various functions On account of the plurality of its func- 
tions, it is sometimes variously designated as ^Dianas' or 
%uddhi,' ‘ahanikdra' or ‘chttta’ 
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f*4u*sr’«i mukI i ^iPqbi 

m -i rt ^ n r»NP^ i 

7 And (the firdnat are) mtnulc 

The Sfilrakira adds another characteristic quality of 
the The) must be \icwctl as minute. Their 

minuteness comprises the qnalitict of subtlll> and limited 
extent but not atomic tizc ns otherwise the) would be 
incapable of productiu: effects all oxer the body The 
must b subtle had they nny maffoiiude the) 
would b visible ns issuing out of the bod> of a dying m.aa 
at the raoroent of death to person' vv-atching b> bko 
snakes issoiog out of holes. The must be limited 

hal they beeo all perv'adiog scriptural statements about 
their fnssing out of the bod) going and coming would be 
cOTlndicted Ihcreb) and it could not be established that 
the essaiceof the inJividual self consists in the qualities^ 
of that (i.c., its limiting adjunct or bndJln) \nde Sdtra 
II 3 29) 

c 1 I 

srrw i Hr ^ 

I tttO “^TWTii sr<«n sh vh^htI, gr^ i 

BTTT sfJt Sflir UlUhl 1^' 5 ^ 

insiflirt g5qfii “'isin'i 'faftnsaiqi "^msl unsi ipr (g^ltlt) 

tft ^ Tftrrt i imr{ srnr^im 
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VI ^ ■^rrvv~ fn^ncq *:f?T r''pt1 flF. j*-;?! I fT?! Ht ri-iv 

Rin I — '3 prr q i;i^ ^lUfru in^i)"il. 

i^R ‘J-JR *JfTR’ ^Tfl I ’R’Jfn nt^lUlPUiT_ 

■:?Rr,^ I ^nrR! — * fJiMivji trcr:?rTi JH* rn *ii-.-t ^"3' 

•rRi I 'm?! 3’i3ft, — ‘fi ^iq ’ JiRj . ^ 'qR Vii-'RitnJT. i ^i<!i '— ”q^- 
<su>\ <tRq_Hi^pi Tv'mop M^ifn — “mri xr^ h\< ^ 

bin'll trJtnimvntri m cRfn ( ffi ) i r fr *<14 tn *r 

V'cl'ti ':3i4fq5H^ 1 < 1 «^I qt,^,^53Tl VRfh 1 R RiTtr- 
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tn *r\ irn wwi itt 

*T*ff'vir'4 ^ It tTir iTf*Tr^ ^ wif^ ^ 


(TJic chief priaa ini ncitlt^r nir nor ihe /tmction 
(of on orjTlnl fee J«ic (m the scnpluren) it is menttoned 
tr^xirately (from l>oth^ 

The diicunmon noK* lams upon the mlare of that chief 
prina lima) ba orQue-i bn the POrn-apnlcshm that the 
chief prdnn in nolhifiR but air iccofJinjt lo the scripture 
which dj-t, ifrcAih in the Mme as air which assumes 
five forms Mi. prioa, npiaa. udina samArw ” or 

foltomog the binkhfas, it ma> be souf that the priina is 
the combined function of all the orRann for the biDkh)ris. 
leach that The fise airs prina etc are the common 
fun'iion of the ortrann. The SiStnUnra replies that the 
priina li ndlher air nor the function of an orffan W h> 
KJ ? On account of separate mention id the wcriplurcs. 

1 ro*n air prdna is disliofruished in the pannaRc ‘^Jllrcath 
indeed is the fourth foot of Brahman That fool shines- 
and bums with air as its light {Clih III 18 4) U prdnn 
were air iisdf it would not han-c been mentioned separate^ 
from air Again prdna is also mentioned separately 
from the functions of the orpins in the scriptures. If it 
were a mere function of an organ it vrould not be mentioned 
separately from the organs. Further we have to coniidcr 
that in certain p-iwiges such as From him are bora 
prdna inanas all the organs okisi oir (Slund II 1 6) 
eta, prdna is mentioned separately from both air and the. 
organs. 






^0 1 ^ MIVJ. TSI^ MiJlf^ ? 5T I ‘^’-ai**^. 

- 4^I^V-^ ^icltli ®5li'<tl4(Icl I ^ hI^ 

'53M'tit.<iJlPl, 5T 1<1c\'T=(lPu 1 fl'Ml H1<U. '<^^^ •?JM'ii'<.*y- 

»3^, 5T ^ctTl 1 31(1 ? — ’ t4c1 tlcVb^ *i^ 

Ml'U =? ) f^«lB I ^*11»1^*tH<JJl*i^ »i3 rti+i^ 1 

10 Blit (the chief pr&na is not independent in the 
Taody like the self It is subordinate to the self,) like the 
-eye etc , because the scripture treats of it along with 
■them, and also fo> other reasons 

Is the chief prdna to be considered independent m this 
body, like the self ? No The word ‘but’ sets aside the 
independence of the chief prdna The eye and other 
organs are subservient instruments of the self in respect 
•of its activities and enjoj'ments, and are not independent 
Similarly the chief prdna is also a subservient instrument 
of the self m respect of the fulfilment of all its objects, 
And IS not independent Why so ^ ‘Because the scripture 
speaks of the chief pi dna along with them’ in the colloquy 
of the PrAnas {Pras II ) and in similar other passages 
It IS appropnate to impart instruction on two things in 
-conjvmction only when their attributes are similar. The 
words ‘and other reasons also’ denote that there are other 
reasons that impugn the independence of the chief prdna, 
■such as its bemg composed of parts, its being non-mtelli- 
:gent, etc 
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»T (jiluPn I 

I irt^ #IW ^fir ^•5M*i*^a, B7T 

H«"ja I •! 3 «l4»t ^ 

TTPC ffT** Mfaiii5n tft I ^ W^—*! ini?\ ’ftW^ ffTT^ 

1 ^ ft t 
^ 'f Rai^ni I f— BW ft ^f?r 

'^<iv(^»(l^ ^wkMi^tg ^[s^ I ift] ( R7 ^ ) 

wi^filTi Iff 5fire ^ftft I 

11 The objeciton (of the chief prdna not ha\inK 
on object^ tt not valid b<cau$e it t» not a $en*e-crgan 
for thus {the senpiure) tUeJares 

An objection may be orged here. If the cbtef ^rrf/m 
IS admitted to be on iostrumeot in relation to the ](%% 
like the eye etc^ then it will follow that v.'o mast assume 
a sense-object also for it just as we ha\'e colour for the 
eye. Bat there If no twelfth faoction (over and above the 
eleven enumerated in the sixth Sdtra) for which a twelfth 
prdna could be assumed To this objection the Sutroklra 
replies The objection that another sense object would 
have to be assnm^ is not valid, for the chief prdua is not 
a sense-organ we ne\er assume that the chief prina is, 
like the eye etc^ a some-organ by virtue of its determining 
a special sense-objecL But the chief prina Is not on 
that a cc o u nt, devoid of function Why »o ? Because 
the scnpture declares that the chief prina has a specific 
function which cannot bo performed by the other priuos. 
In the colloquy of the Frdrtai (Pros 11 ), and other 


passages, it has been shown tliat the self’s departure from 
and continuance in the body depend on the chief prdiia 


1 ^Cl<y ^[*X\ 
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12 (In scripture the chief prana) ts designated as 
having five functions, like the sensoniini 

That the chief pi dna has its specific function is proved 
by this also that in scripture it is designated as having 
five functions, viz pi dna, apdaa, vydna, uddna and 
sanidna (Pias III) ‘Like the sensorium’, i e , just as 
the sensorium has five well-known functions, which have 
sound, etc for their objects, and ear, etc , for their causes, 
so has the prdiia 
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13 And (the chief prfina is) minute 

Like the other pranas the chief prdna too is to be 
considered minute In certain scriptural passages, indeed, 
the all-pervgsiveness of prdna is ' spoken of But that 
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qiulil> belontrs oaly \o unlrtfuol a^p^t to the 

ncli\e pndcip!o In creation presided orer by a dell> appear 
jntr as Hiranyafrifbh i tv hose es^nce is ftrjuu or life and 
not to Its IndiMdual aspect 
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I h *jiffV** < rt« 

mTiifR»^ tfcmfxfrffr twf^*n. I m 

H* I ^ *>5 nirftot aifn* •Ci^n'VfK’ 

^•siWir ^rmnf<-W« iinif**’ Mei«/! 

Tfrt ^ •sisc TOff ^i*inr«v— 

*in ( frn til ) t'fiP'i sinHis. ^tTHonj 

^brrR»T»i Tfipsi I *i ff wu ipf'i ^ ti 

»ki. Wrt ir»pc rorS i Mt sna tpn piftt ( On tn) 

sfn ei»nft 'rf’I ^TtfVa"J»t I 

M Dut (the prinas arc) prtmUJ orcr by (the deities) 
/ tre etc^ becaute il it Mws declared by icri>/Mn3 

Here arises a dispalo as to whether the ^rdnar about 
Vihlch wo ha\‘o been discxissiog" ore able to produce their 
respective efTects by their own poa-er or by virtue of their 
beiag: presided over by div laities. The Sdtmkira says 
Bui the prdna* are presided over by Fire etc. Here the 
word 'but Bets aside the iadepeodent activity of the prdnat 
The Sdtra declares that the difTerent organs, ne speech 
etc. eater on their respective activities, by being presided 
over by the divinities animating fire etc. The reason for 
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saying so is, ‘Because it is thus declared by scripture’, viz 
m the passage “Agni, haMng become speech, entered the 
mouth” (Alta I 4), etc Tiie statements about Agni’s 
becoming speech and entermg the mouth are made on tlie 
assumption of his acting as a presiding deity, (not as a mere 
element^ For if we deny the connexion of fire witli a 
divinity, we cannot see why it should have a special 
connexion either with speech or the mouth Along with 
the above passage, we have others about air etc to take 
into account, such as, “Vayu, having become breath, 
entered the nostrils” (Aita I 4), etc 
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15 (The connection of the prdnas themselves is, 
however, not with those presiding divinities, but) with that 
to which the pidnas belong (i e , with the embodied self , 

as we learn) ffom the so iptui es 

1 

Although there are , those divinities presiding over the 
pi anas, yet, we learn from the scriptures that it is with 
the owner of the pi dnas, i e , with the embodied self, which 
is the master of the aggregate of working organs, that the 
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prancis ha\o connexion (and not v.jlh those divinities) 
Sach scnptnnil passages os Wherever the e>e is 6xed on 
dtdsa there is the person of the eye the eye itself is the 
instrument for the purpose of seeing Ho who knows (luf 
resolv-es) Let me smell this is the self the nose Itself 
ifi the instrument for the purpose of sraeliing fChh VIII 
12. 4) and similar other passages declare the connection of 
the prdttrts with the embodied self onI> 
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16 And bicaute that the embodied self only) 

hoi a fixed piace in the body 

From this also follows tbo connection the pidnas 
with the embodied self and not with tbo presiding dlvnnlties 
that it is the former that has a fixed place m the body 
as the enjoyer (of pleasure and pain) and not bo the gods. 


te 1 'tw' Tirt ^ 'itiisi I ff* ’‘art 
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17 Tljoy ^the '!>rdnas) aic sense-organs, besides the 
chief (prdncf), because so designated 'm the scriptures' 

One prana, and the other eleven prditas have 

been discussed in due order Here arises another doubt, 
VIZ , whether the other are merely different functions 

of the chief prdna, or are they different entities ^ The 
SiitraHra says ‘They <the prdnas) are spoken of as eleven 
sense-organs, distinct from the chief prdna ' ‘Because so 
disignated’, i e , because m such scriptural passages as 
“From that are bom the prdna, inanas and all the organs’" 
(Mund II 1 3 ) etc , the and the sense-organs are 

mentioned separately 
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18 On accoupt of the scnpUnal statement of differ- 
ence ibetween the chief prdna and the other ) 

Another reason why the other pi anas are to be viewed 
as different entities from the chief prdna is that the chief 
prdna is everywhere in the scriptures spoken of as different 
from speech etc , as in Bn. 13 2 and I. 5 3. 
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JW ^ I ^ 'Si'lCq I 

»r <rw «*^nT 'i»iin« Tmru Tnt I uu in rt^ qf^n^i 

^ *T Tftjsi^iHl ftssiislss ^ Tt^*rsil n 

mro I ifii y^sii^liiq tn:^ft;4nsi»i I 


19 And ort accouniof the differenced/ characteristics 
{betwoen the chief ^rtbrrt and other prdnas ) 

Another reason why the organs such as speech 
etc^ are to be viewed as different entities from the chief 
prdna is this, — that there Is a difference of charactenstics 
between them. When speech etc. are asleep the chief 
prdna alone Is awake. The chief prdna aJone is beyond 
the reach of deaths while the other prdnas ore subject to 
death. It is the abiding and departing of the chief Prdiia 
(and not of the sen»e*organs) that cause the maintenance 
and destruction respecbvely of the body On the other 
hand, the sense^irgans are the causes of the perceptton of 
the Bense>objects, and not the chief prdna Thos there 
are manifold characteristics distinguishing the chief prdna 
from the tense>orgBns. 
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^ «11+i<>H»*4l'tll'yj+l '^l'?lferl 'll*! 'd-^d, — 1^1 *!"<<'- 

=ii'^^'ii*\ "ifd I sqm-ti’^fd I ‘ti'sJl^jf^'H'a.fH ’ »ii*i*>M- 

M'HiiU'i*!, ‘fdSdgi'^d ’ *!^*3detd-T^(dfj (d^^u'^i'd-u f^dr 

^ I ‘'d'*d“ilf!’ *ld ^dcil” S.ld dWftiwi ‘ ci.i'iK'iiPo’’ 

s,fd 'dT(*iy*mH^l5i^ Mt*?( dWMj o-MI'H'd Pi*! 'dH,<iailcl | “^^d'1”' 

'J.Id T'lai'i^uif! ®<ll'ii*,*ii*#l 41'1'ti-d HPi*! ’^'iftid ym*!, ^ M,d(! M.'i'H I 

'91% tide! t(<^*! ‘ ’*l^n[d!ijl” 'Hl'I'il'^Tr!, ^T 

‘"ill'll* mRl’ 9,fct '^^id I ^d t% “ciilditdildj” ifcl '^liT ^ddlfd^ld* 

I 

'd'ddyiid 'tflM-dlRcft di-tMJd I *I ^ filRdilly+iSTf^ dIdiRdg *nd*a^ 
'ildt^W ^d**! "dldi^dJtK+li^*! '*lRt I 

20 But the evohiHon of names and forms ts due tO' 
htm xvho makes things fupartite {t e to Isvara', because 
it IS so taught (in scnpfuie) 

The section of the Chhdndogya Upantshad winch treats- 
of {Bi ahman VI 3 2 and 3 ), after describing the creation 
of fire, water and earth, goes on to say, “That divinity- 
thought, ‘Having entered those three entities in the form 
of this living self, let me evolve names and forms , let me 
make each of these three tripartite’ ” Here the doubt 
arises whether the agent in the evolution of names and 
forms IS ]fva or Isvara The Siitrakdra says, it is Isvara 
The word ‘but’ is intended to set aside the view that th& 
jfva IS the agent ‘The evolution of names and forms’ can 
only be the action of ‘him who makes things tripartite’ i e., 
of Isvara, who creates and blends together m various com- 
binations the three priniordial elements and never of jfva. 
‘Because, it is so taught in the scripture’, t d , because the: 
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above scnplural text befr>n9 with the uwds thatdl\init> 
and bj luinff the first person in let mo evolve teachei 
that the Supremo Bmhman and no other is thcevolvlnfr 
agent If it bo urged that from the qualifjong expression 
m the form of this livdnff self It may be inferred that the 
agent in the evtilution is jfvo, wo say No not so Tho con 
nection of the phrase in tho form of this livHng self is ndth 
the W'ords having entcrod which ore proximate to it and 
not with the words let me evolve Should that erxpres 
sion bo connected with the wairda let me cvajlve it would 
be necessarj to assume that tho first person used mih 
reference to the Divanitj in let mo rovtlvo is onl> 
metaphoncoJ Out rea)t> no eelf other than the Lord can 
have tho power of evolving the mnlUphaly ol names and 
forms such os moumoins, nvers and seas. 


fhxiaiti ffwi ft Vf •tfipf Whj^ I rpstir 

WXft (*1 <ltlt ) tfh I ftiqTTTT 

xxi^t^H ^Errx^xpj^t^^ xntrq srr^x ^ ^imi^ 

vfti imr xn^Hinr xft i 

21 ^cconimg to scriptural statement flesh &c 
(proceed! from earth a/td (other thinga) from the 'other iteo 
(f.e., fire and water ) 

From tripartite earth fix., food) when assimilated by 



man, proceed flesh etc , as effects, according to scripture 
For the scriptural text says, “Food, when eaten, becomes 
threefold Its grossest portion becomes foeces, its middle 
portion flesh, its subtlest portion inanas," ( Chit VI 5 1) , 
which indicates that it is the tripartite earth that is 
consumed by man in the shape of rice, barley, etc 
Similarly we have to learn from the scriptures the eflfeots 
of the other two elements, water and fire, viz , that urine, 
blood and breath are the effects of water, and bone, marrow 
and speech those of fire 

I I leieqeici 

“clltli ftefcl ( SfT <1^18 ) 5.fn, 

^ cliJi., H(|H , xltl ? '*lel 

'hIw dal- 

I ’ s.(ci ’*rteiitmRti+uffr ^n^fd I 

f*- 

22 But on account of distinctive charactei istics they 
have their various designations 

The word ‘but’ here repels an objection Now, if all 
elements and things composed of them are alike tripartite, 
as mentioned indifferently in the scriptural text, “He made 
each of them tripartite” ( Chh VI 3 4), then why are 
things differently named, as when we say ‘this is fire, this is 
water, this is earth’ ? The Sfitrakdra replies Though all 
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th:ng* ha\o alike been made tripartite, jet 'we obsene Id 
djfTerent Ihlnps a prepondemnce of different elements in 
flames n preponderance of fire in liquids of water in 
earthy solids of eartlu It Is on account of these distiDCti\ e 
chomctenstics the preponderance in them of their 

own chamctenstJC portions, that tbe> bn\e tbeJr %Tirious 
designations it has been possible to ha\‘e these specinl 
designations Mth reference to the elements and their 
prodoclR, ris^ fire u*alcr and earth The repetition of 
the last word of the Sdtra indicates the termination of (he 
chapter 
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? I ^‘“ffd 59«4R'^3): M-=aPi^M<ui«?T*i f 

\ I '4)ii| n>44H Ml^ cfllelty tjtlll^llfl- 

im? ir^Skilc) I B “cl<J«t1^-IffctH'r)T' 

^■$4^5 ‘<dH<R<*|rn ’ MMfea X'^fd’ ^fci 'Wq^t'Oee^*!^ I gid ? 

infPitiM<<ii«qi+^’, Jr?( -^ct^g irfd “4cd m\ H^*qi*iiigcii- 

''IH Vfqpq” ^ ITlcld^JT ^-HOTi'q- 

^RjHa^q-qlfqfig "^allqcqir 

“^.lo g M^*qi+ii^ftiqiH y<iqq-q€t vrI%” m a,i<flU ) i 

1 (The self), in obtaimng anothei ( body), goes 
enveloped (by the subtle parts of the elements), for so say 
a question and (its) answer (m the scriptures) 

The first pAda of this Chapter explains the different 
modes of the self’s passing through its worldly state on 
the basis of the Panch%ni-vidyd (the knowledge of the 
Five Fires) as taught in the ChhAndogya Upanishad We 
must understand that “it” {t e the self) “in obtaining 
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nnailicr in from one bodj to rinothfr) foet 

n\elopcJ the subtle p-trt< of (he cirmmts which are 
llic wrctl’i of Uie b>Ij in order that »l mnj assume a new" 
Uils IIov. di we know this? Trom a question and 
ft« Mlutiqn** as cum in the frcripturea The qaestlon 
rrferreJ to was pul by I’raiihaaa to Sirtakctu — I>o you 
know wb> in the fifth bbation mler is called man ? 
iLhfi \ 3 31 The answer I* cuen bi the entire passage 
which after hav ing explained how (he five libations in the 
forms of SralJhi Soma, ram food and seed arc ofTered 
in the five fires x,t heaven parjan>“u the rarlh mao 
and nomaa concludes tvath the words For this reason is 
water in the fifth oblation ealiev! man {Chh \ 9 I ) 
I rom this ve arc to understand that the passing self goes, 
enveloped b) vnter 


^1 1 

^ I sflt* •sai'it srfir tfrt 

*1 tm *»Tisn»%iq srgf ^ qiww-aiq h^)vsHfitI\^ls^q 

tfrt ^inji sm snr 

niT«t ^ r«nni i 

2 Biif becauMc (water Itself >s) qf tnpatiile naturt 
Iwater alone is menlioaed in the scripluro) on account of 
{fM Preponderance 

If W'e take the Kteml meaning of the Yr*OTd used in the 
above scriptural teat, r/c^ water a doubt may arise that 
the self goes enveloped by water alone This doubt 









however, is not to be entertained “Because of the tripar- 
tite nature” of water as well as of the body, which are 
•composed of the three elements fire, water and earth, and 
also “because of the preponderance" of water in the seed 
of the body, the word ‘water’ ^alone) has been made use of 
in the scriptures Hence by the single word ‘water’ is to 
l)e understood the mention of the subtle parts of all the 
elements which constitute the seed of the body 


^ I I 

<<fi 8iai^ ) i €T 'g Mi«yi»ii 

5T vfh, 'Hti, Hivj^ifciHyiTii'ii 

■^{q I 51 f% Hivjr liftifi 

Utispci qi 1 

3. And because of the going of the prdnas 

That the self, when going to assume a new body, is 
enveloped by the subtle parts of all the elements, is seen 
from this also, — that the scriptures state that when a new 
body is obtained, the prdnas too go from the old body to 
the new {Bn. IV 4 2) Now this movement of the prdnas 
is not possible ivithout an abode or vehicle of the prdnas 
Hence, we have to infer that water also, mixed with parts 
of the other elements, goes (from the old body to the neiv) 
•serving the purpose of a vehicle for the moving prdnas 
For the prdnas cannot, without such a vehicle, either move 
or abide anywhere, as we observe in living beings. 


nnl<Hi«jnr 
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t) I v<'nir?-»ifjrg'tR(fi nim^iq I 

• I ^“n, TTOTv- f n — 

nn^rro frrttfl fnt rW' ( n |i!rn ) 

>*» <i^« ^ itf erir Bfn:7Ti‘^ tfj. 

Ktin tfii ^lunn, n't > «nrftn"4t{r ffl, »— mii*r^ mi 
^cmfc *r5i^*?c vn iiHt i tmcrtVinlt^il 
ir*nQ«nir<^^ oh*i ^i*3i q, 

'*=n-^\»wK ^Pl I 

4 !/ Ixcjuri of scnftiurat Mtatiinenls about (^precli 

He) fnfenng into /^re £le (it be »icl iKat llie prjnas do 
not acco iipad> the kIO wtf w/ A^o bt oiiv (tho^e 
scnpluraJ »iAtement« Are) metaphoneil 

benpture decUre^ that ai tho time of death fp«cl> and 
the other /»r(lnat ffo to Atrni and the other Rod< eg in the 
pia^affe ‘'W^en the »peech of tho dead pmon enlerB Into 
fire breath Into air etc (i/n 1(1 2. 13) Now. if becairto 
nf such scriptural rrrention of tho ffoing (of the prdnat) to 
fire etc^ it be conjectured that at the lime of the seifs 
|ia^ loit to a nea bod/ the prdnat do not accompany the 
f^f \so say that such coafecturo is not admissible \\7ry 
ko ? On account of the metaphorical character of the 
abo\*e scriptural itatemenU The enterlnff of speech etc. 
into fire etc. it m taphorical Fire etc., are the prosidinR- 
deities of speech etc. and (durintf life) they co-operate 
with speech etc. at tho time of death this aw>i>emtloo 
censes. It Is this fact only which Is meant to be conveyed 
metaphorlcoll) by such expressioos as ''Speech etc enter 
into Fire etc.” 









y, I ^T ’^M-rtl I 

'i. 1 ‘ni<*^i^i^tf\’ <ici ^51^ ^q[ ^qin ^tfe, q^:^ , era 

H^«J1<^ '4H§cn ^iq qqMtiT)€ vrqpq ^.(cl M.c1<^ Pl'sKfqel ^ 

‘^c\^ qW^cT, C\({ V qTTir^ctoij , ‘f% 'dMM^ cH qq’ ?ra qe( 'qfq Hq+i 

cIT 'qiH qq 'M(i|v!i4'Tt ’S.fd qclrj^ yMH'y^ >^'dlm*l 

'Hl^rTl'^ I 

3 If the objection be raised that water) ts not men- 
tioned in the scripture with lejeieiice to the first (of the 
five fires), we reply No There also, water and nothtna 
else {is meant), as appeals from the fitness of things 

Here a doubt may arise, viz , that it cannot be concluded 
that ‘in the fifth oblation water is called man,’ because 
\s ater IS not mentioned m the scripture with reference to 
the first of the five fires, 'which are, in order, heaven, 
parjan\a, the earth, man and woman , vide Sutra l), but 
sraddha (faith) is said (to be the offering for that fire) 
Dut such doubt is not to be entertained We declare that 
b> the ^vord sraddha, it is water that is meant, “on the 
ground of fitness,” i e , wiicn ^\c consider the passage in 
Its entiret\ , it appears to be in the fitness of things to 
conclude that in tlie case of the first fire also, vater is 
meant bv the word sraddha 

€ I ' qq "qq Tq ^tqrqr mqfqrq q;rq?\ 

era q g iTc'ttq ydl 
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^ CTT ‘w *1 WH vci^t? ft 'I*i«Ih 

( fi in ) T^tTiCT TtiR^iR^I «nn ’n* 

tnft TOfn. ‘‘^i^(hh'5h»i 51»4 «r^i inn ( in li ) ifti i ft ^ 
TV ^ u<Df‘n, *nf«rfl ffftrfftft ^ iniT wft inn 

( ^ inn ) ift ^'*Ji»»t'^H\ I 

6 Should it be objected that (soK-es ore) not ditltncl 
ly mentioned in (itinl pftriictilar) scripiiiral pctsa/tc (and 
consequently they do not pass enx eloped by i^-ater) we sny 
^o becaute the performers of sacrifices 'i thejr selves* 
arc understood 

An objection refuted Gnuting thni water is referred 
to under the word sraddhd os contended in the lost Sdtm, 
there is, >'et no word in the scnptumJ passage which mn> 
be taken to refer to the selves. Hence, not being stated 
by scripture, we cannot allow that selves, when moving 
from one body to another are enveloped by water To 
this objection we sa> No This doubt should not be enter 
tamed because the performers of aaenhees etc. ore under 
stood For in the passage beginning But they who 
living in a village practise sacrifices works of public 

utility and almsgiimg go to smoke (C/i/i V 10 3) 
it has been described that those persons who jverform 
cacnfit.e* reach the rno6ri by passing along the path of the 
Pitni e g Froin AkAsa they go to the moon that la 
Spmo, the Kirig' Chh Up V lO 4* Now these tamo 
persons (i e^'performers of sacrifices ilC- ’ are doubtless 
meant m the abovT scriptural stfitchient about the Five 
Fires also as We conclude from thd parallelism of expres 
Sion in the passa^ In that firfc thi dovas offer sraddhA 



as an oblation. From that oblation rises Soma, the King” 
{Chh V 4 21 

'Q 1 I 

>0 I grq Rki^n^ 

Hqr RflT^ 4jl*T| T15?( 

di^Rn^'RR cli'ii (^t u.i?°iH ) ^fn ? ‘Hmr rt’ 

RMi+t tie'll*! I veif^^^nKhr 

^1^ ctr^^w,m I ‘‘tpnf«ft('rtlr\^' 'RTfR- 

‘^rtl'imi'llrt W ^flTOt^vriR ywM^d I ‘dRlf% ej^fb d'^lf^ ^fb 
dirHn'Ji ^ralb, — “^zj %=4i esditiMiws^wi^^Iisiid^fb 

^fd ( F? liauo ) I 

7 (The statement about selves becoming the food of 
the gods is) inetapJtoncal, because they do not know the 
Self ; for thus the scripture declaies 

An objection answered But how can it be maintained 
that the performers of sacrifices etc should proceed to- 
wards the enjoyment of the fruit of their works, considering 
that they are declared to become the food (of the gods) on 
reaching the moon by the path leading through smoke, as 
in the passage “That is Soma the King That as the food 
of the gods , the gods eat it” {Chh V 10 ? To this 

wa reply The conversion into food is to "be understood 
in a metaphorical, not in a literal sense The fact that 
the gods reiotce with the performers of sacrifices, is meant 
to be conveyed by the statement that the > gods cat them. 
^Because they do not know the Self, t e., from the want of 



ertlilJ'sflJr 
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a troo knowledge of the Self lo the performers of tacnfices, 
it follows that scch performers are objects of enjoyment 
for the pods. For thus the scriptaro declares the 
scripture declares that those who do not know the Self ore 
objects of enjoyment for the ffods, os lo the paisage Now 
If a man worship another daty thinking that the deity Is 
one, and he himself Is another that man it dex'Oid of 
knowledge. He it like n beast for the derns. {Bn I 4 10) 


c 1 i 

(tT*H II ) TMl W fWf ■imift-tffPlHIHU'l 

siT^6tPi*t «frr(»iin r« ) i wttf ^ tjaa^^ 

mmm ^lilRs^ ^i!m«ii. t& f va — ant^k 

TTF^ a4>* ^>1^11 «ftr 

wHd*t|iiKV I 


8. According to both Smti and Sninti when the 
karma has run its course the selj ( jce/rdt) with a 
rosidnum (of karma to another body) along the same 
way but in the inverse order 

Scripture has it that the selves of the perfonnen 
of sacrifices etc., ascend to the sphere of the moon, 
through the path^of smoke etc., and after having enjoyed. 


[ MZiU: 

the fruits of their works on that plane, re-descend thence 
<3 fi., the words beginning with “Having dwelt there till 
the falling off, they return again by the same way by which 
they came” {Chh V. 10 5 ), up to the words, “Those of 
good conduct obtain the birth of Brahmanas etc , those of 
evil conduct the birth of dogs etc ” (CIiJi. V 10. 7 ) Now 
the question arises Do they descend after exhaust- 
ing the fruits of all their works, and consequently without 
any remainder (of works), or do they descend with a residue 
(of vmrequited ^\orks ) ? To this question we reply 
“When the kaima has run its course”, i e , when the works 
performed by them such as sacrifices etc , have been 
■depleted by the enjoyment of their fruits, and “with a 
lesiduum” (i e , of karma) yet left after such enjoyment of 
fruits, “they re-descend” (to obtain a new birth), b> 
the same path “by which they came”, but “not thus,” 
«. e , m the inverse order The inverse order we infer from 
the mention of clouds etc , during’ descent “According to 
scripture and smriti”, t e , this is proved on the authority 
both of Sruti and Smriti 


■^Jtu -^(cl , S.rtl'il 1 


9 Should (the assumption of a residuum of karma) 
’fie objected to because of (‘the word) 'conduct,' We say, 





tnr ] 




Ao li^cAusc Arlrrftfldjifi* ctmtldirt that ( Koudufl ) has 
an tmpited mtantnfi,{\iz^ tbe rc^Idoam) 

)\ji ohjeciicn refuted ll majr be mh 3 thru iuch cxpfM 
nion% in ihe »enpttmil It-ti **conduel“ of iwd comliKt 
«lc^ point cut that the dctt birth Ihe result of eoniliict 
ftfld not of ft frttduutn of karma To !hi\ objcciion 
fay So. Hecflu -e in the opinion of the Incher Ktrihnipnl 
the nbov'e »cnplarftl text hft\ on implied meonlnr Ihr 
u-ord “amdact” In the «bote text implicitly meann ihr 
ir’iduum of larma 


I ni;Qoc<4iq. I 

\ I -enrm^ cfWtfir, n ^rr^. flH ^*cqK| xiixtq 
cf efn <t'\ q I ct rtT^-Tiwmi xti,q4uni 

q f« •np^ vift '*Viwi td n qM-i fc-r 

10 // If be said Mhat on the above n iumption 

conduct) becomes fiiirposetesr irr deny this because 
(storks) defxnd an conduct 

Another objection refatetL It may be said that on the 
assumption that Den* birth is due lo the residuum of karma 
and not to coodact conduct becomes incon5e<iuent Tins 
abjecUott h lavaJid on account o( the cfepcm/ence on ii ** 
I e^ because such works os Sticrifices etc depend on 
conduct. One who is not of conduct is not entitled 
lo perform them Tills wc know from smnti passapes 
such fls Him who (s dewid of pood conduct the Vedas do 
not punfy 









^ ? I u4fcj g I 

'll *^(17^ n’ *’*ir<-*.r^r .-T 7 ^ 

I <l>hir\ “ CT*crT»i;W, '‘“7'T’inr'i ” p>T'^^'h^ , 

7frr t'm'jj I 


1 1 Hut HuiUtn (liolds th.it “conctiici" ntcin^) tlic pool 
.u)(l c\il work*; t!icni':fj\c‘; 

HiU llic tcichcr IVicl.in hold"; that b> the v.ord “conduct'’ 
.ire ineitil liic foi I v irk'; .ind c\ il v.orl >; them'^cK c; Hence 
\\ roiirludc I’.iat men “of f^ood conduct’' arc the performer?, 
of priicc uorlliy v orl s and thc^R “of c\il conduct” arc the 
])( rformer; of bl.imeablc works 


cir^il% rjftriuRFiJT ^+u*i'ip!t — ‘‘g q §; 

^ ) ^frt I 

12 (The Purvapakshm says that ascent to the moon) 
'itatcd iit the set :pf tire about those also who do not 
perfonu sacrifices &c 

The Pur\ apaksha Scripture speaks of the sphere of 
the moon as a place of resort for those also who do not 
perform sacrifices S.c , c g , the Kaushitakms make this un- 
specified statement, ‘All wdio depart from this tvorld go to 
the moon” (Kau I 2) 



are’ ] anlulwra 

I nKffii;i3*i|[i^ i 

u I *0 *1^ itj^TwtJi I 

^iO\IK n rrt I *1 nji yf}|c«fR%( iSt^r ^ i ft 
«TV*bi5%hi CT^ ^a*t*<* s*** ^ Rfft I 

*Ttn: I ntln'v^'nf; 

*pr qn^wf^Hl ^fic H«iniH qm «qI ^imfij — 

Vqryoq 

Kqiq^ 

S*r s»HK»»w«ift ft I { W 3 inr< ) 

13 (The Sfltralcira saj^) No For those oihcn (i c 
non performers of tacnficet) atant and descent tflke 
piacc through the enjopineiit (of frojts of fictions) in 
Sfimyaniaiia the city of Yama for them) such n course 
ts dedared (In the scriptures) 

The word ‘but discards the Pfir\*apaJteba^ It ^ only 
the performers of sacnficea who ascend to the moon pomp 
there for the enjoyment (of the fruits of tbeir good works) 
not other*. For those who do not perform saxmficcs, thoro 
IS no enjoyment In the moon These latter suffer in Sam 
yamana^ the, abode of the god of death, the tormenta 
provided by Ynraa In accordance with their evil deeds, and 
then they re-descend to this world Such are the ascent and 
descent of theothers, (/ e the non perform ers of sacrifices) 
as we maintain on the grodnd of such a course beinp 
declared by scripture. Fornscnptuml pnssjige embody 
ing Yama s own words declares that non performers of 
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? ? 1 g ^TSfx: 1 

\\\ ‘‘ti'jR n 'qpiM O'!’ ‘''gnT3''-7i^j^ -ifh 

'iTh r'i’'/^( I 

11 Buf Budan (holds tliat “conduct” means) the good 
and e\ il works themselves 

But the teacher Badari holds that bj'thc %vord “conduct” 
arc meant the good works andc\ il \\orks themseh cs Hence 
wc conclude that men “of good conduct” are the performers 
of piaise-uorthy uorks and those “of e\il conduct” are the 
performers of blameable works 


I ^f^Slf^ctuR’uwfq ^ I 

tjtn+ISpfl — t ti 'SI«i<l;al'^ilr^TP?pin 

^ ^1^ ) ^tfet I 

12 (The Purvapakshin says that ascent to the moon) 
t'i stated VI the SCI ipt It re about those also who do not 
pcrfoiui sac) idces &c 

The Phrvapaksha Scriptiwre speaks of the sphere of 
the moon as a place of resort for those also who do not 
perform sacrifices <S.c , e g , the Kaushitakms make this un- 
specified statement,— “All who depart from this world go to 
the moon" (Kau I 2) 



UI5 ] 

I n5rn<;>'*iin I 

>jrNK*!Tnti nm ft mnH 

»T^iU »SL v,io»ii ^ •iW Rft^TT^WVtl 

inlni»v ^PirtT *^n<tT ’t^ftr'l WTTT t nifn •nr[ 

*pr vHsvudvm ^fr »i«jrin'?f'ic«iIV^l UR^ wit cniftr — 

"R «ir4lH4 K^flKlffl Rrt 

univiM r<Ti4ltR >Ipll 

xri nr»i RTf^n qt tfn ^ 

gn«x^Hi^vft ft I ( w? t>?r< ) 

13 (The SfltmWfn fA)**) No For tho^e oth rsfi e^ 
non pcrformert of tacnfictt) n^eent and descent take 
fiJeec tUnufih the enjoyment (of fruits of actional in 
Samyamana the aly of ^ ama for them) HfcA a course 
If declared (in the scnpturcs) 

The word but discards the POrv-apaktha It is only 
the performen of tacrificcs who ascend to the moon yomp 
(here for the enjoyment (of the fruits of their good works) 
not other*. Tor those who do not perform sacrifices there 
is no enjoyment in the moon These latter suffer In &im 
>*amana, the, abode of the god of death the torments 
provided by Yaraa In accoi dance with their evil deeds and 
then they re'descend to this world Soch are the ascent nnd 
descent of theothers, {/ e the non performers of sacrifices) 
as we maintain “on the ground of snch a course being 
declared by scripture. For a scriptural pnssnge embody 
ing Yama s own words declares that non performerB of 
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sacrifices, when th6y die, fall into Yama’s power, thus, 
“The future life is not revealed to a man without under- 
standing, thoughtless and deluded by the fascination of 
wealth One who thinks that this world alone exists and 
there is no future world, comes under my sway again and 
again ” {Kath I 2, 6,) 


I ^ » 

14 The smnHs also {declate) this. 

Moreover, authoritative writers of Smriti, like Manu, 
Vyjisa, etc , declare that in the city of Samyamana evil 
works are requited under Yama’s rule. 


n I \ 

i < 

15 Further, there are the seven hells (for the non- 
performers of sacrifices) 

Further, the Puraua- writers mention seven hells named 
Raurava etc , where the fmits of evil deeds have to be 
sufTered (by their doers’. Non-performers of sacrifices go 
to them, and not to the lunar regions. 



oit] anWlMra- 

I TOipT ^ I 

l< I ^5 rufi^Ti— fiTOnc tfrt. vmi 

< 1 ! tfff—n nirr #m 5 i 

Hj *ncr^n\ «•* q« qqn «mm 

Mini cmh^hI qi (t h r«<jti^w wAni 

10 . And tjiert it no coritra tiction {m Ihii mcDtion of 
jfiYff hdh) b^autc tn all o/ them h£ (t \ama) acts 
<as o\cfl<Jfd) 

An objection AnsncrckL It may be Kud that the stale 
menl that evfl*d>^ lafTrr the ponjihmcou ordained by 
\ oma it contradicted by ihe mention in the smritit of other 
beiogt, such ChitrftfTupU etc, as soperiDtendents in 
Ibitrraa’a etc. Tothitwegiy Iso there is no conlradic 
tbo, as in those seven hdit also there is the activity of 
^omaos the o\*erIord Chitmcnipta etc., are mentioned 
by the smntls only os superinteodenis employed b> \ omo. 

X 0 1 ^ ue^q^qlf^ i 

I *5* iT^r »ii*si^0«siwj»rTn( ’yT'iifn i 

iSi Mifitth i qaifaftORt 

n tPOMh* ( VI mn ) tfii Rfnwnit ^Jt viirft 

vnW serf I hiii'A •frft n ( vr 111 F ) tfh I nw 
trfh fft Tftqn^i Bunnin^ irr ^ 

qqr mCihtt^ suit I wir* irtfir — b ^ *1 Prei 
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17 (Not all) bi/f (only those who follow the paths) o/ 
knowledge and woi ks (reach the moon) Foi , these ixoo 
are the subjects of dtscusston (m the scriptural passage) 

The word ‘but’ is meant to discard the idea sought to 
be established on the strength of the scriptural te\t of 
another SakhS. {viz , the Kauslntaki , see Sutra 12), that 
all departed go to the moon ” The word “all” there is to 
be taken as referring to those qualified >by knowledge or 
Avorks) In the section of the scriptures known as “The 
Knowledge of the Five Fires,” in course of reply to the 
'question “Do you know why that world never becomes 
ffull ?” {Chiu V 3 3), Ave have the text, “Small creatures 
jwliich repeatedly come and go, (^ e , are constantly being 
re-born), do not pass along either of those two ways For 
them (the law is) ‘Live and die ’ Theirs is a third place 
jTherefore that world never becomes full ” (C/i/z V 10 S) 
Here by the expression “two ways” we are to understand 
jcnowledge and works Why so ? Because “they are the 
lubjects under discussion” , i e , only “knowledge” and 
works” are under discussion as rhe means for entering 
I'the path of the gods” and “the path of the fathers” respec- 
tively. The meaning is, that for those who are neither 
tntitled by knowledge to have access to the path of the 
nods, nor by works to have access to the path of the fathers, 
^here is this third path From this consideration also ive 
nfer that non-performers of sacrifices etc , do not reach the 
ioon 
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t T ctn^^ 1 

I f\ *C[Sl C^^iHiq v^^wrrfnTTT ^iTT^<r t 

fl4l\(-5*r ijTr *iTtn fn 

inmfir “fTWer f*i^ fft *qin*\ tft i 

IB. Wtih regard /o the third place (the rule of ti\e 
obbtlons for seccrinff a net" bod>) does not apply /or thus 
IS it Perceived 

\\ ith refford to the third place the mle of the oblatroos 
bcinff fi\e in number for the purpose of obtaining a net\ 
bodj need not bo attended to. For thus « it percei\ed 
I e because it is Men that the third place is reached in the 
manner described in the wirds, LUconddle theirs a 
third place without any reference to the filing: of the 
number of oblations os fuc 


It I <«5i3sfti ^ I 

X< 1 ejdrit ^ 

MiJlPiswn I mt ^jjpi »Tife! I 

t ^ iTTTrfl »T tr I w inr 

»TWft Xfit TTK ^ 

Tvd ^ ift €t% ^1 ^ 

'ijuntti I V# u VilPiTiPitf Bd ftm 8pq ^ 

^ TW I ] 



19 There ts, moreover^ the tradihon tn the world 
(of births without all the five oblations being offered) 

Moreover, there are traditions in the world of the 
birth of Drona, Dhrishtadyumna, SitA, Draupadf, etc y 
V I thout mothers In the case of Drona etc , one oblation, 
VIZ , that offered into the woman, is wanting In the case 
of Dhrishtadyumna etc., even two oblations, viz., those 
offered into the man and mto the woman, are wanting 
As m these cases the number of oblations was set aside, 
so may it be in others too It is also well-known in the 
world that the female crane conceives without a male, 
on hearing the rumbling of thunder 

[Note by Editor Here, as elsewhere, I have followed 
the meaning of the Siitra and the trend of the Bhdshya. 
But in my personal opinion, the birth of animals or men 
except through mothers and , fathers is contrary both to 
fact and reason ] 

Ro I I 

'qf^T I 

20 Further^ this is observed also 

It is, further, observed that of the four classes oF 
organic beings, vis,, viviparous animals, oviparous animals, 
animals bom of heat, and vegetables, the last two classes 
are born without the union of the sexes In their case 
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the number of oblattoas U set aside. So rruf it bo in 
othen too 

I anluiKi'ittv I 

\\[ kjatnl #1^ llBifV Hlfrt,— 

vfjuH ffir ( <ntt ) • ^ Ww ^ gmiTir ur?i, vf *ir\^^f‘^ 

^Tfw^rt Rtiuinn (&n ti^)r tft ^ WK?t— 

^ a^lli»i ^ «''nn ^^O’T 

*r Tfit mr *T'Tfrfi*i»ii wtft* vft •j.'3'’^C^ ^nori' i 

21 'Inscnplani texts which enumerate only three 
classes of organic bemffs) the ihtrd temt a meant to covtr 
also (the eJau) xchieh sprinfit Jrom heat 

Aa objection refuted It may here bo questioned that 
in the scriptural text Of oil these beings there are only 
threo kinds of gwus, uis., that springing from on egg 
that springing from a liviag being, and that springing 
from earth f e., \egetable 3 {Chh VI 3 1) only threo 
kinds of organic beings ore admitted how then can It bo 
atsumed 'as has been done in the Attareya Uponlshad 
111 3) that there ore four rln^w ? To this w> reply 
The third class in the above pa^go rt»^ thdt springing 
from earth must be understood to Include, by implication 
the of that which springs from heat because both 
these rl«n<»e3 have this charoctensUc in cornmoo, ofa., that 
they spring by shooting from earth and wafer 

t i ii ) ^ t 
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^cqi H-^^lcl l“ ( ^ y.Uol\lL, < ) I 

ftei tlsw ,— ^^l*t'^^|ttl|a^lR«^^H♦^ Mfdw?j^ 1%^ ’Hl'tiiaiif^- 

'd^cl, ‘^Minf^’ ^=(,ia|i(^;-tji«4HlfFi >^^[cl, IT 
mfH I ‘^qWTi ’ <4ci ^|«JMirH qq 'sqwncl 1 
^ 'dMH-ycl, I 

22 (During descent from the moon, the self) antas 
into sinnlarity, (and not identity, with dk^sa etc ), because 
Hits {only) ts possible 

The mode of descent from the moon is now the subject 
of investigation Here is a scriptur^ text regarding tlie 
descent, “They return again, by the way they came, to 
s^kdsa, and from the dkdsa to air (The sacnficer then), 
having become air, becomes smoke ; having become smoke, 
he becomes mist , having become mist, he becomes a 
cloud, he rams do\vn ” {Chh V 10 5 and 6 ) Here a 
doubt arises, whether the descending selves pass into a 
state of identity with ether etc , or into a state of similarity ^ 
We reply that it is a state of similarity, and not that of 
identity “Because this only is possible”, j e , a similafitj' 
only is possible If the self were to become identical 
with dkdsa, it would not be possible for it to descend 
through the series of air etc , (for dkdsa is all-pervading) 
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f( Wt I jn* KS^ ? — Whi^ 

aqif^ «n«iJ^«WN-q ^fir ft&nfc — n 

{tTmi<)Tfiri Hnt*!. fPfiiTirt. 

iRfir T*rf i ft'i’Tirt 

7V5 ^Pn 3 ti?K qiqfii I v.’»<jI«, »nr 

ii«i3 «4^ ^ I 

23 (The deacflit takes) not a very long tune (as 
appears) from a apcctal ataiemwi 

A doubt may anse os to whether the descending selves 
ramain la a state of similarity to dkdsa etc. for a long or 
for a short time. We reply they descend to this earth 
after refnojning m a state of strmlanty to dkdsa etc for 
a not very long period. How is this known ? From the 
fact fhat a special statement is made in the scnptures 
in this connection After hav mg mentioned the entrance 
of selves Into the states of nee etc. scripture makes this, 
particular statement — From thence the ^smpe is moro 
difficult (Chh V 10 6) meaning that the escape from the 
state of nee etc. is more painful Here the senpture, by 
mentioning the snbsequent escapes as comparatively mor> 
painful implies that the preceding escapes are comparatively 
more plenqant Now a more pIeo«»nt escape here can only 
mean a quicker escape for at that stage the body is not 
yet formed, and consequently the exponeocing of pleasure- 
and pain Is impossible 

1 N'HifqlBS ^sSq^fimiuiq, I 
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xfq onin tf?r ^ W ^a^fiinl flCTf<r^pB ^ w 
7?Mt »"<•!; ^iRlWI Tft, vR#lMf|— V ni9t*t ^ 

^ ^ftfTT>rt iTirr ift j 


25 If it be sftid (by those who hold that selves are 
literally born as plants etc. that the performance of 
sacrifices Isl sinfnl w deny that on the ground of 
serrPture 

It may bo held by some that snenfida! works are sinful 
involWng as they do the Killing of animals ctc^ and that 
Mcb works may even have undesirable results. The 
statement that selves with on uo requited residuum of 
karma are bom as rice etc.* should therefore* be taken 
iiterallj It is unnecessar) to imagine that the statement 
may have an indirect meaning To this vre reply No 
the work enjoined by the Veda is not sinful bat holy 
On the groaod of senptore / e because senpture 
sanctions it by each texts os Let him offer on animal to 
Agnf and Soma. Hence we conclude that the statement 
about selves In their descent from the moon becomiug nco 
etc, only hicans that they come into contact with the 
plants (and mot that they actually become the selves of 
those plants) 


*< I tire jflnilV^Btinit unr <nr ‘.re’ .i-rtu 
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vraflr” ( ^ ) ^fci 1 ^ ^ *i<si4. <ci I 

fl tcl I ^ fijih Vlf^(«<f?T ? 

timrt '*i'i<4 '<ci ’ n't aaiCli41^i VL-^ tci,RiJi«t<!4 i 

ci^ci <t(d 1 

26 {Another ground for the above statement is that 
according to scripture), after that {t e , after becoming 
plants, the self enters into) conjunction with one that 
pet forms the act of generation 

That “becoming plants etc ” means nothing but mere 
contact with plants etc , is seen from this also that according 
to scripture selves to which a remainder clings, after 
becoming plants etc , become beings who perform the act 
of generation, as seen in the passage, “For whoever eats 
the food, whoever performs the act of generation, that 
again he (the self) becomes” ( Chh V 10 6) Here, it is 
clear that the statement about “becoming l^emgs who 
perform the act of generation” cannot be taken m a literal 
sense , for, it is a long time after birth, viz , on the 
attainment of youth, that one becomes capable of genera- 
tion. How should the self that has passed into the food 
eaten become a generator ? Here we are constrained to 
interpret the expression “becoming a generator” by “enter- 
ing into conjunction with something that generates, t e, 
with a male body ” Similarly, we infer, consistently with 
the above interpretation, that the self’s “becoming a 
plant” merely means its “entering mto conjunction with a 
plant’ k 
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^oi 'oc •’■-/ ift»ft t>T^ *£151 «»T/(pr 

T^ ^ « «*(— “yr C TT 
(•!iii;«) I »t«rT_ V5» 
rrefVni ^ wt^n t*>if ««ri i\%.^ 4i%*im*\ ^ 

t5t Pit»^ I 

27 And ft ncK boJy (for the mifftftlutf; %t\i if produced 
ftill later) /rem tome /cmaU body 

It if onl> iifttr ^'becomln#; a generator ^r.e.« being 
connected with a maJe And a/tef passing through ft fenulo 
womb that (ho self with a roftduum of karma fif3t obtain* 
a bodr ia which to enjo) the fruit* of that realduum a* 
declATod (n the scriplurof (Chh V 10 7 From (hisnlso 
It tippearf that descending fcK-es daring the stage in which 
lhe> ‘'b>.co-ne*’ planU etc^ do not form the bodies of plahts 
With their attendant pleasares and pains. ThuSr the 
birth^ of seUes as plants etc. is proved lobe merely 
the state of eoterfcg into conjunction with them and 
nothing more. 
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T I ^<ti*iT 's«(^i+l<<; Mw<y4<\ I 'Mm'ifjn “e 

'i^^1 ciw Ititl ^ Jf Hiei 1*41^ <'i<'in<ll»l. MSi' 

'tioi^r ( ?^ ai^li, 1° ) I tte) ^Si4 , ft) 4^^ '14 ^ft 

MK+llf^^ I m Cll4ct TJ^4T!f 4114C|; 

^ «ft' viqft I *'41^ ft’ <^ci 

•S^ft' 4.4*1 > 

1 (The Phrvapahshm says that) tn the intermediate 
state (between waking and sleep), creations (of the mind 
are real), for scripture says so 

In this p^da the diflferent states of the living self, 
waking, dreaming, sleeping etc , will be discussed. We 
have, on this subject, the scriptural texts commencing with 
“When he falls asleep” up to “There are no chariots in 
that state, no horses, no roads. He himself creates 
chariots, horses, roads.” ( Bn IV. 3 9 and lO). Here a 
doubt arises whether the creation in dreams is real, like 
that m the waking state, or illusory. The Phrvapaksha 
maintains that “in the intermediate state”, where the 
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wikmff and ifecping states coalesce, tx fo dn^nw there 
IS a real creatlaa. Becanse **sa}pture soys so"*, as seen m 
the passage referred to. 


^ I I ^ ^ R/tian; ^ ^WJ 

^j*n*jl TTC •iiaftj irr^ wM jrlt 

ftSi»ii^ ( ) ffii I na ^btot i iwp^ 

2. And tome (have stated the self to be) a creator (ia 
the lotennedtate state) Even tons etc (ore said to be 
created In that state, os things longed for) 

The PirvttivV^hB »bcagthi*»« its position. Moreover 
(be memben of one Vedic school declare the self in that 
very intermediate state to be the maher of objects of 
desire, He, the Perstju who is awake in ns wken 

•are are asleep shaping ode ob/ect of desire after dnother" 
(Kath^Jh 2. 8) Even eons etc, are there mentioned 
as objects of desire Heiice the world created in dreams 
IS reah 
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3 But (says the Shtrakdra, the dream-world) xs mereh 
illusory, because its nature does not manifest itself witl 
the totality (of the attributes of reality) 

The Shtrakdra’s view. The word ‘but’ discards th( 
Purvapaksha. The creation in the dream-state is a men 
illusion , it IS not real “Because it does not manifes 
Itself with the totality of the attributes" (of real things) 
The nature of the dream- creation does not manifest al 
the attributes of real things, viSi , consistency m relatioi 
to space> time, and causality, and non-contradiction o 
actuality 


a I clf%' ^ "ilct ? “S-fct 

?J<T I 

1 tia 311-^*11^1 itRmi ll” 

♦1^ I ] 

4 (The dream) xs indicative (of the future) accordtn 
to Sruit^ Experts also say so. 

Here one may question If dreams are nothing bu 
illusions, does it not follow that they can have no connec 
tion whatsoever with reality ? Not so, we reply Fc 
dreams are also indicators, x e , are prophetic of future goo 
or evil. This follows from scripture, which has thi< 
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If ft man nctireJy cnfrafTct! for Ihe rcftliwtlon of come 
object haj pent to dream of a ^‘oman he may Infer 
faccet* from the omen of that dream, nnd other «;jmjlar 
lexti, *"nxpcrl» also cay M i-e eho<e »ho have rnnctcTcd 
the Krence of drnms al^o m> — * nidinji on eJephantf etc. 
in dreams (i lodry, nnd ridmi; on dooke^nt It unluck> 
(Note by the Cdttor — My persona! opinion hoi\e\er Jc 
that alt Ihi* (dream fnterprcUtion) 1* RroimdIe<5 and 
imacmary 1 


1 1 g WIW niTt O'!! irarflijiiJi i 

'\^fr«tcTt mifil »jRr n snf>t i q Aitrin 

Vti TnitpTiij T^ I ‘mt 

^ ft wmrVI wtfT I 

5 (If tt be contended that dream-creations ma> be 
real) throufjh the creative thousht of the Supreme Self 
(the Sapreme Self and the laduldual self beinfr really one 
wo say No. The knowledffo of toch oneness is hidden 
(from the individual self) and hence its slates of bondage 
and release are due to him 

The POrv-apakshln may say that as Jfra and ls\*ani are 
fondamentally one, therefore the creations of dreams may 
be real through the power of the creative thought of the 
Supreme Self The word ^ut sets aside this supposition 
The onenets of Jfvn and fsvara thoogb true, is yet hidden 



or covered, as it were, by the veil of xzvj-dyd (nescience) 
And Jfva’s bondage and release also are front him, z e , God, 
due to Ignorance or knowledge of his true nature. 

6 Or, that {the veiling) ts due to (the individual’s) 
connection with the body 

“That^' (meaning the concealment of the self’s know- 
ledge and lordship) is due to connection with the body. 
The word ‘or’ is meant to discard the suspicion that Jfva 
and fsvara may be separate entities. 

'3 I ^ I 

'3 1 i ‘cia^rr^.’ ^ai*TT^. 

, '■Wi'llg V'jRt I «ici ?ici^ ^ln(« 

( ?eT ^Fl\, ^ 81^1^1 ) 1 ni'll«n«in'g 

«i'i'5iR‘ii*t ^Ri ♦I'*)? “aw 1?^ wihiR i 

( 81^-U ) 1 

7 The absence of that (i e , of dreams, m other words 
the state of dreamless sleep) tak4s place in the arteries and 
in the self, for the scripture says so 

The dreaming state has been discussed^ We shall now 
discuss the state of dreamless sleep “The absence of 
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that , of dre:uii», hi other wonls th« stnte of nrofoaod 
deep takes pUco the ttrtencs as well as in the Sdf 
Decottso thii is mentioned in the scriptores (c in 
Chh VI 8. 1 JL 2, and n^In In VIII 6 3 in Dn IV 
3 21 etc.) Sanknni holds that tho mention of arteries is 
only tho popular uncritical rleirof ihcTnattcr ichilo In 
reality Drohman is the lasting abode of the iodiv^dnal in 
dr^mless deep. Pras. IV 6-11) 

c I nqWirenn I 

Cl sii 

*rcft I “’fTc t (it viit< ) Tre 

VX »5si«ustlcHwi TX* 

BTTt: (n >1 

R. Consetpienlty meakenwg (is doe to) that (ta 
tho SdO 

As the Self is the place of deep sleep consequently 
avinkening is nim due tho Self Thus we see that In 
the Dnhaddranyaka Upanlsbod In course of answer to the 
question *^Mienco did It come ?” Ill 1 16)it has 
been sold that *^as minute sparks rush out from 6re so all 
prdnas come forth from that Self** (II 1 20) 

1 1 ^ g i 

1 1 H IT in WT ^ ^ SiSjwffl WI ^ ^I, Tft fVllflt I V 

5 ^ iiftolh, *1 wr iwniftUi. 

^ HIT. 'I I ..A I I 
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vtcl I ^fcl^J 'd«I11*1^ 

«I^IK 5 > '=^1^1^ ) I fi'Mi 'il'^dyi'i-M^ tl3H*iip< 

mim-QcI, 'iid '^i4i-R'yi-f^'4tC 'ii»i4^ I 

9 (The awakened person) ts the same (as the person 
that slept h as is known from works, from remembtance, 
from scriptural texts, and from precepts 

I 

Here we have to discuss whether the self that had 
been profoundly asleep and the self that has awakened 
from sleep are identical or are different We reply that 
the same self that had been asleep arises from the sleep, 
and no other, as is evident from works, from memory, 
from scriptural texts, and from precepts A person who 
did (t e , beganl some work on the previous day is observed 
to continue the remammg portion of the work the next 
day And such remembrance of past perceptions as is 
conveyed by the words ‘T saw this ,on the precedmg day” 
cannot take place if the person arising (from sleep) is a 
different one Such corisciousness of pefsonal identity as 
*T am the same person as I was before” is possible only 
if the identical person arises (from sleep'> The ansing of 
the same person is known from scriptural texts also, (eg. 
Bn IV 3 16 , Chh VI 10 2 and VIII 3 2) Further, 
the hypothesis of a different person ansing (from sleepl 
would lead to the inference that whoever falls asleep 
obtains final release , this would make precepts about work 
and knowledge useless 
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10 la the unconscious stnU there is a hnf/ and halj 
contact for this i» the only r mainuiF (cxpLuwnon of 
ihit (tale) 

In the DQConicioiu state (tx in n iKoon) the self is 
in a stale of half union it is wuied half with the 
qualities of deep sleep nod half those of death 

‘This beiQf the remaioiaft stale i^e* a *iale uhleh is 
difTereni from (be states of ii-akmff drearoinp deep sleep 
and death 

Ml M<'<II»TOrBTr HiSn I 

HI irsr^ •I’Njh itn 

^fn^En Pnddih I ^ ^nr **i 

»l HMS ^TBIiRT*! «p;^4JJSTW1l I 

ft tPT trnm q«r % ww 

Whi% I 

n Dual diaraetenthcs (ix bdoff fro/A sofrnna and 
nirstma) cannot beJons to the Si<^>remfl Being — not 
even through (contact with) place Because everywhere 
(scripture descHbes the Supreme Being to be uncondl 
tJoced) 


Let us now try to ascertain what, according io the 
scriptures, is the nature of that Brahman with which the 
self becomes imited, through loss of limiting adjuncts, 
during deep sleep etc. Certainly, by itself, the Highest 
Brahman cannot have double charactenstics Hor can it 
possess double charactenstics ‘through contact with place* 
t e with limiting adjuncts like the earth &c ‘Because 
everywhere’ in those scriptural passages whose subject 
matter is the Brahman, it is taught to be free from all 
qualifications 


12* If (it be objected that the above view is) not 
tenable, because differenttatisn (also is found to have 
been mentioned in the scripture about Brahman) we say. 
No , because with each such (declaration of difference ' 
there is a statement that Brahman is not So, i.e not 
differentiated ) 

An objection refuted If it be contended that Brahman 
cannot be wholely and solely unconditioned, because 
scr^ipture declares different attributes of Brahman as well, 
we say. No. Because-with reference to each such declara- 
tion of difference, there is also a statement that Brahman 
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not difientnttated e, g io tho jmsnffc, **He that 1» 
this mditint and immortal Patson within this earth 
be that Is this mflnni and immortal Person Jncorpo 
rated in the bodjr '—he indeed is the came as this Self 
(Bn II 5 1) etc. 
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H I Vlir ^ ^ ft *11% n(f**s 

siwfa*’ ( *3 titltt ) • 

13 There ere scmg (teachers) again [who teach the 
came that we cay ) 

Again this very doctrine of onrs vit^ the ncceptanco 
of the doctnno of non-diflereoc©t and censure of that of 
difference, is taught by the members of one cchool, 

It [Brahman) is to be armfoed by the nund nione 
There b no plurality in it He who thinks it to be many 
goes from death to death ihath II 1 II J 
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14 Certainly (Brahoum is) formless (as wo 









conclude) from the preponderance (m the scriptures) of 
such (texts as teach this doctrine ) 

Brahman is certainly to be conceived as devoid of all 
form, shape etc , and not as possessing form etc Why so ^ 
because Vedantic texts preponderately teach the doctrine 
of Brahman being devoid of the qualities of created things 
and not that of its being of a different nature ^ 
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ka 5i'« '»(Rr iiRm'yH i ^^cl• 

15 And (Brahman is' like light, for texts teaching 
his differentiations' are not meaningless 

The light of the sun or the moon, diffusing itself 
through space, comes into contact with human fingers or 
other limiting adjuncts, and as they become straight or 
curved, becomes itself straight or curved, as it were. 
Similarly Brahman also assumes the shape of the earth etc 
on coming into contact with the earth or other limiting 
adjuncts It is only on this view that the Vedic texts 
which treat of Brahman as having a form are saved 
from being meaningless. 
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16 And (scnptare^ declares /Brabrnan) to consist 
wholdy of that 0 c inteUlgenco) 

And Bcripture declares tliat Brahman consists of intelli 
gence alone, and Is without any qoaJifying cboractensticff. 
Jnst as a lamp of salt has neither any inside nor any 
outside, bnt is wbolely and solely a mass of taste, similarly 
the Self has neither any inside nor outside, bnt is wholely 
and solely a mass of knowledge. (Bn IV j 13 ) 

I qjjuPa ■qiul vfil I 

l«r ^<kRi ^ \jfir m,%s xMfln <tw ITP "v* 'ift 

•rtt* TOifilUn onfiwS — ■»« an <r( mwJa aif- 

I irt ItW •* I ( ) 

tfir HsHiMij I 

17 ThtM tt shewn by SruH and also declared by 
Smriti 

Scriptmul texts thaa o*i«e38ly declare Bmhmtin to be 
nnconditioDed, by denying all statements to the contrary 
The Smntis too make the same declaration and they too 
deny the contrary view Tbos, I will now closriy declare 
that which is to be known (> e the sole object of 
knowledge) and knowing which one attains immortality 
That beginninglesa SuiJicuie Brahman is said to be neither 
sat (gross) nor asat (subtle) {Otta XIII 12) Similarly 
in other Smriti texts. 
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18 It ts for this reason that similitudes, such as 
that of images of the sun \\xi 'woX&r) , and the like, (have 
been used to explain the nature of Brahman) 

Because this Self is intelligent in nature, unconditioned, 
transcending speech and the sensorium, and descnbable 
only by the negation of opposite qualities, therefore in order 
to convey the truth that all differentiations in Brahman 
are due to limiting adjuncts only, and are not real m 
themselves, the scriptures dealing with liberation have 
recourse to the similitude of water anci the ‘solar images’ 
in it and the like , as in the passages, “just as the one 
bnght sun, when entering different ^ waters, is rendered 
nlultiform by his limiting adjuncts, so also this Deva, (the 
Divine Bemg), the unborn Self, is rnade multiform by his 
various forms of manifestation”, and “The one Self of all 
beings, by abidmg separately m individual beings, appears 
both as one and as many, like the moon in water,” and m 
similar other passages. i 
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19 [An obJectlcDl (As no sabslanc«) Itie water 
can be apprehended the stnnlartfy spoken of does not 
exist 

[An objection stated) *(As no substance) like water 
can be apprebeoded — As the Self not bein^ a matanal 
thin^ cannot be made an object of perceptloD like the jun 
nor can we apprehend any limiting adjuncts as diftarent 
from the Self and occepying a dlHerent place from it, 
because the Self is in olh and is also identical with all» 
hence the compnHBon with water and solar irrugos Is 
nnrwiRfmflhle, 
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2Qx [The dbiection refoted] (Brahman) being ttuuia 









(of the limiting ad)uncts) it pai ticil>atc^ in 

and dccicasc Th(^ (participation) males cases 

patallcl 

To the abo\e objection wc reply thus J ^^^f'cipation 

, j M .1 1 It of similarity 

in increase and decrease is the only poiri 

which we intend to assert between the c\aii^^ ^ solar 

image) and its analogue (Brahman) , w'e mean to 

assert complete similarity betw'cen the twe ^ soar 

,1 . , , ,, water swells, 

image m the water expands wdieii the 

contracts when the water shrinks, trembles water 

is moved, becomes more than one wdienj ^ water is 

divided, thus partaking of all the varying att'*^* 

water But in reality the sun does not \ary,*^ 

Similarly Brahman, which in reality is ui 

^ I and decrease, 

unvarying, partakes, as it were, of increase 

which are characteristics of its limiting adji ' ^ 

bodies, within w'hich it abides The two, thi^ e and 

Its analogue, being thus parallel, the comp^^*^^’^ holds 

good. [ 
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21 And because scripftcte also declares \ 

Further, scripture distinctly declares thaf highest 
Brahman enters into the bodies and other limi^^°^ adjuncts. 
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^.g He made bodies with two feet he mode bodies with 
four feet. Having first become a bird, he entered the 
bodies as Purosho. (Bn II 5 18) and iVTain * Having 
entered into them in (he form of this individual self &c. 
(Chh VI 3 3) 

I nfnQttfn ctq)f>T ^ t 
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22. Becaute the scnptural text (containinjf the 
expression Not so not 9o ) dentes the stick ness (of 
Brahman) which forms the topic of discnssion there, and 
also asserts something /uriher 

In the Br0iaddranyaka Upnnishad (II 3 l) ^we have 
a passsffe which begins with the wwJs Of two kinds 
indeed are the forms of Brahman rrwi-atial, as well os. 
immaterial, mortal as well os immortal static as well as. 
dynamic, manifest as well as on manifested” and which 
afterwards (in 11 3 6) reads thus, — “Further instnichon 
aboi^t Brahman consists only of Not so not sa 'nioro7 
is no other (instruction) higher than this me Not so i 









About this passage the Shtrak&ra remarks, ‘'Because 
at denips the such-ness which is the topic of discussion ” 
He means to say that the negative statement ‘Not so' , in 
the above text is intended only to deny the reality of 
the forms of the Brahman, material as well as' immaterial, 
•which necessarily possess specification (such-ness), t. e , 
which are defined by limits, (this being the topic of 
•discussion thereip), and is not intended to deny the reality 
of Brahman itself The words of the Sutra, “And also 
disserts somethmg further" are to be understood about the 
very next sentence of the text, the subject of which is 
"the name of Brahman,’ and which runs thus, “Now, 
ihe name (of Brahman) is ‘The True of the 'True’. The 
pr^as are ‘the True’, and he, ‘the True’ of ^them " (Bn 
II 3 6). 
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23 Scripture expressly declares that Brahman is 
nnmanifested 

If that Brahman really 'exists, why is it not appre- 
hended ? Because it is unmanifested, i e , because it is 
never itself an object of apprehension for the organs, being 
the witness of all objects ofi perception This is declared 
hy the scripture in the passage, “He cannot be perceived 
by the eye, nor by speech, nor by the other senses It 
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cannot bo obiaJnedj by aostcKties tuid dwds. (^JnnJ 
III 1 8) m ^el) u in other passes 
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24 ArtJ (he is apprehended) m dcrolicnx (as wo 
Jeam from) both Srutf and Smntt 

Further, the fact that yofpns in their dc\‘Otions, ia, 
when enffaffcd In worship — in the practice of piety, 
medilatjoii concentration Sec . — see the Highest Self is 
known both from Sroti and Sroriti As wc find in Sruti, 
Some Wise men with ©yes averted from objects, and 
wishing Immortality see the Self that is directly seen- 
{Kaih IV l) and When one a heart li purified throngh 
pure Ifnowiedge he perceives that iadiviBlble One by 
meditation Wund 111 1 8) and similar other prtwngcs. 
SmritJ also has this, **Thtts oJwny* fixing his ramd (in 
God), the yog ra freed from sin easily attains the supreme 
bJijs of touching (/.e direetjy reaJising) Brahman /'0//d 
VI 28) and other similar passages^ (The BhAshyakAra 
quotes not this but a diFerent passage from the Snirltl)^ 
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^T, ?(c1 'd'=Mc^,, ‘M'tiUuR'lft, N^qaik^^^’ I *^*41 I<qMJUt{(i;(i-gfg(ii{»ic1'4 
'dmf^»j%3 URslqr '5[g 'h^hi^'^, ^ 
'*)lH5it<|fJ<'lirlMl5(d, ^cl, g 
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iicf. '^»qr%fr '»(t/aif{^ nlcim>i^d i 

25 A'lid, as tii the case of light etc , thcteisnon 
difference (between the Universal and the individual) The 
Supreme Light, too, (appears to be multiform) in piacticc 
(This we know) from repeated declarations (in the 
scriptures) , 

It may be objected that by admitting the distinction 
between the object of devotion and the devotee, we assume 
“that the Highest Self and the lower are different from 
each other To this we say, No , ^^as in the case of 
light etc, there IS non -difference ” Just as light, itkksa, 
the sun, etc , though they appear to be multiform through 
the intervention of limiting adjuncts such as fingers (which 
make the light appear sometimes as curved, sometimes as 
straight), vessels (which divide the one omnipresent ^dsa 
into many parts), waters (which show many images of the 
one sun), yet do not really abandon their essentially non- 
differentiated character, similarly the difference of various 
selves IS due to limiting adjuncts only, while essentially 
the Self IS one onlyi' ‘The Supreme Light’ too, te , the 
Intelligent Self, (appears to be multiform) m practice, i e , 
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in devobomil exercises like mediUtlon which are its limit 
hag adjuncts, “This wo know from repeated declarations”, 
because in Vedinta texts the identity of the individual 
and the Universal Self is inculcated over and over opaln 
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26 Hcnct (the finite ultimately attains unity) 
iht Infinite For the tJication m the scriptures ii] 
tn /avour of such (attalmneat of unity ) 

Hence t e because the identity of the Individual with 
the Univertol Self it essential while the diCTerence is only 
due to nescience, the individual after divesting itself of 
uesdence through true knowledge attains unity with the 
In&nite. Such is the indicaiion in the scnphires, e g in 
the pa^ges, “Verily he who knows the Supreme 
Brahmnn becomet Brahman In truth” (Mtind III 2. 9) 
and Becoming Brahman itself be attains Brahman 
(Bn IV 4 6) 

I I 
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27, As both doctrines {vtz., those of identity and 
difference) ate taught in the scriptures, (the relation 
between the finite and the Infinite is to be thought of) 
as that between a snake and its coils ' 

“As both doctrines are taught” t e., both identity and 
difference between Brahman and the individual self are 
mentioned in the scriptures, the relation between Brahman 
and the mdividual self must be “like the relation between 
a snake and its coils” Looked at as a snake, there is 
unity, while looked at as so many coils, there is multipli- 
city So also ?n the subject nnder discussion. 
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28. Or else, like that between light and its soutce, 
(both) being essentially fit e 

Or else this (the relation) is to be thought of as that 
between light and its source Just as the solar light, and 
its source, viz , the sup, are 'not quite different, because 
both are essentially fire, and yet they are mentioned as 
different, so also m the subject under discussion 
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29 Or else as ttesenbed be/orc 

Ortlte this* I e^ (he roU({on beltrtan the (tro mny 
be thought of fls »ugg«t«l prenou^r “ Ai In (he case of 
light there ff non*<lifrerrncft." (See Stun 25 ) 
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JO And on cccoimf of (explicit) denial (in the 
scriptures, of any other self) 

The ftbore conclusion follow* nJso from (ho fact that 
any other intdlrgence besides the Highest Self has been 
eri^icltJy denied la scripture c g in such passages as. 
"There is DO other seer than be (0n III 7 23} 
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31. (The Phrvapaksha) Beyond that {t e , besides 
Brahman, there must be other existences), because (m, the 
scriptures) Brahman ts described ( a) as an embankment, 
{h) as measurable, (c) as betn^ connected, and (d) as 
distinguishable ' , 

The Phrvapaksha says that beyond Brahman other 
entities, such as fimte selves and the world, too, must be 
admitted as possible The reason is, that the scriptures 
desenbe Brahman as an embankment, declare that it has 
measures and connections, and also distinguish it from other 
entities The statement about an embankment is the 
following passage, “Now, that which is the ' Self is an 
•embankment, a restraining boundary." (Chh VIII 4 l). 
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T7i{« passage declares that Brahman designated here as the 
SelT is an embankment Here the w ord embankment 
being applied to the Self indicates, (fust os a material 
■embankment would indicate), the existence of something 
bej'ond that embankment (that Is be^’ond the Self) Further 
the verb to pass has been used in this connection in the 
■expression hanng passed the embankment" {Cbh VIJI 
^ 2) One who passes a materiaJ embankment reaches 
something vdiich is not the embankment itself, as for exam 
pie a country Similarly it is to be understood that after 
-passing the embankment of the Self it is possible to reach 
something which IS not the embankment in other words, 
which is not the Self The statement obout Brahman s 
measure is found here —“This Brahman therefore consists 
■of four quarters (literally feet) eight cloven hoofs, and 
-tbeteea parts. Now lo this world with regard to 
'e\eT 7 object which fs de6ned os to its quantity as 
befog exactly so much eg a kirshipana (a com of the 
weight of 16 mishis) it is well known that other objects 
beyond it exist Similarly it is to be nnderstood that 
beyond Brahman -which is limited there exist other 
objects which ore not Brahman The statements about 
connections ore these — *At that time, O dear disciple, 
he becomes united with the True fCW; VT 8. 1 ) 
^ind ‘This person (the embodied self) being embraced 
by the Omniscient Self Ac. {Bn IV 3 2l) Now 
•m this world connections ore observed to exist only 
between limited objects, on the one hand, and some 
thing else that i^ also limited on the other e g 
between men and a town Therefori as selves are men 
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tioned to have connection with Brahman during deep sleep, 
we have to conclude that beyond Brahman (which is thus 
limited by the connection) something else exists that is 
unlimited The same sense is conveyed by the scriptural 
passages which teach that Brahman can be distinguished 
e g , the text “Now, this golden person that is seen 
within thfe sun” &c. {Chh I 6 6), first refers to a divinity 
who abides in the sun, and then goes on to mention one, 
distinguished from the same, who abides in the eye, by 
the -^Vords “Now, this Person that is seen within the 
eye” &c {Chh 17 5 Thus, from the scnptural state- 
ments about embaiikment etc , we conclude that there 
exist things other than Brahman 


I 

, 'ifcl I '»u(tl c(*««lUl*tl I 

dlc^ir ^ 

nlv/.” silfi Rm. , cisfi I 

32 But (Brahman has been called an embankment 
etc,, not because he is actually such, but only) because 
there are pomts of siuiilarity 

The Sdtrak^ra answers the Purvapakshin, The Word' 
'but’ rejects the position just set forth. We hold that 
nothing other than Brahman can exist, for want of proof to- 
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the contrary The 'rord 'cmbankraent has been used in 
the scriptures with retorcncc to the self because it has a 
ccTUln resemblance to on embankment (and not because 
it Is actually one) The seifs rcscmblanco to an embank 
ment consists in tuppu tins the world and all boondanes 
within it (just as an embankment keeps back the n-ater and 
maintains the boundaries between fields) In the eapressioa 
^aidng passed the embankment (quoted in the last sdtm) 
the \erb **10 pass has the sense of attainlnjr , because 
^Ing beyond IS impossible. It fs similar to saying he has 
passed the scaenca of grammar” when we mean that he has 
atUmed or mastered it not that he has gone be/ood it 

I 9t<4 Cii^nq^l 
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J3 (The statement obout the measure of Brnhmftn) 
it tmani as an aid to apprehenstoti (in meditations ctc.1 
itke (the asenption to him of four) feet 

In CMtdiidogya IIL 18 the mind and the <Wsa are 
mentioned as the perr^mij and cosmic manifestations 
respectively of Brahman and as an old to contemplation 
speech etc. ispeech breathy sight and hearing') are conceived 
A^ ^ fonr feet of the mind and fire etc., (fire, air tljo son 









and the cardinal points) are conceived as the four feet of 
•^Msa Similarly, the ascription of measure to Brahman is 
meant as an aid to apprehension, to meditation, and not 
as an argument for establishing other existences besides 
Brahman The aid is necessary, because all men are not 

I 

equally capable of fixing their minds on the infinite and 
changeless Brahman, the intelligence i of some persons''being 
of a low order, of others of a middling order, and of others 
of a high order. 
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34 (The statements about Brahman being connected 
and being distinguishable are) due to particular places , 
as in the case of light etc 

“As m the case of light etc ”, i e , just as one and the 
same light of the sun or of the moon is said to be different 
in different instances on account of the variety of the 
limiting adjuncts and not because of any variety in the 
light itself, and just as the &.kfea in the eye of the needle 
and the dkdsa m other places are said to be different from 
one another owing to differences in the limiting adjuncts 
and not to differences in dkisa itself, similarly m the 
case of the Highest Self also, the ascription of connection 
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and distinction is due to the particular places ix to 
tfae limiting adjuncts onljr and not to any real differeoces. 
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35 And because (only such connection between 
the soul and BrEhman. otk! such distinction about 
Brahman, as ha\*o been described oben*©) can he tn/erred 

Further only such a connection between the Indivi 
dual and Brahman os has been explained abo\e, and no 
other can be inferred from scnptuml texts. This kind of 
connection vte one in essential nature is declared in 
the passage *^Ho is gone to bis Self (C/i/; VI 8 1 
The essential nature (of everything) Is impensbable, there 
fore the above relation cannot be like that of man to the 
town they dwell in (which is not an unalterable relation' 
Hence we infer that the expression Ho la gone to his 
Self means that (before snch going) the true nature (of 
the self) was obscured b>' the Uoutlng adjunct sne^ 
nescience. Similarly about “distinction its ascription 
to Brahman can be explained only as has been done 
above, and In no other way all distinction with 
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regard to Brahman is due to nescience only ; it can never 
"be real. Such a view would run counter to numerous 
scriptural tc\ts which declare that there is only one Lord 
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36 And because other entities (besides Brahman) 
have been expiessly dented (by the scriptures). 

Again, because other existences besides Brahman have 
heen denied in the scriptures, we have to infer that nothing 
apart from Brahman exists eg, m the texts “Brahman, 
indeed, is all this” (Mund. II 2. ll), and “The Self, 
indeed, is all this” ( Chit. VII. 25. 2), etc. 
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37. From this view (only can follow) the omni- 
presence of Brahman, as (taughtl in scriptural texts about 
(Brahman’s) extent. 
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”FroiTj ihts N*iev. if wc ndniit that the ttntements 

xUxnJt embaskmeot etc> nre not literal and that other 
existences besides Drahman me denied in (ho senptores) 
'follof.a the omnipresence** of the Self If wo taho the 
contrary v'letr omalprcsence cannot bo proved As taoght 
In scnptaral (exts obout Brahmans extent** because 
all texts trhlch treat of the extent of Brahman proclaim 
that the Self is all pervadinft Examples of texts about 
Brahman s extent ore ^ lie is greater than the heavens, 
greater than Alisa iSafapaiha Drdftmana \ G 3 2) It 
is eternal all pervasive of a stable nature and everlasting” 
{GUd U 24) etc. 


1 vti^wn I 

*<rs3n ’mrft ^ 5 

fsTiSrr '•'nv I oHHn 

^ ‘lA ift »i 5 I 

38 Frx///s (of Tvorki also proceed)/row hiw because 
(Ibis b the only possible) concfMSion 

'From him” from tho Lord alone, can the fruits of 
hnmnn act nni Itsuo ood not from the actions themselves, 
Vbich airay as soon as done. *'Thls is the only 

possible canr'lnsion , tx^ the only c o nc lu sion that foUowi 
from reason b that the Lord who knows oil particulars 
about space and time, is oione capable of producing the 
resulb of actions In accordance with the roerib of their 
agents and not the View that actions, which (being 
evanescent) ore of the 'isfeflce of nothingness, themselves 
produce the fruits. 





I 1 

I “J? ^ ^?PlTl ’lIRl^lfl (^ «|8|5JB ) 

^ i’arfi, ^ ts5itgj{ ♦i'*ji+i? i 

39 And because this ha^ been declared tn the 
sc? iptnres 

That fruits of actions proceed from the Lord alone, we 
assume also from such scriptural tevts as the following ' 
“This, the great unborn Self, is indeed the giver of food, 
the giver of wealth” {Bn IV 4 24). 
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40 Front the same considerations Jaimini declates 
the religious merit (of actions to be the cause of their 
fruits). 

From the same considerations, viz , scriptural state- 
ment and reasoned conclusion, Achlrya Jaimini holds the 
view that the religious merit of actions is the cause of 
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Jhdr fniiti. Scnptural slniemenii in support of his 
new are such as the folloning — He is ho is desirous of 
aitaininff hcai-en should perform sacrifices The reason 
in^ in support of his Men is like this — An action cannot 
produce a result at a disLonce of time unless before 
passing ana) it giies nsc to some aptircsr (literall) an 
unsceit result an intefTnednr) bolnccn the action and 
the actual result both of nhich nro see/t ) Uethere/ore 
hai-B to assume an intermedtar) named npOrva which 
nu) be considered either os on after state of the action 
or as an antecedent state of the result On the other hand 
It 14 inadmissible that the Lord fhould produce the fruits 
of actions. In the first place he the Cause being one 
and homoffeneous cannot gisc nse to a \ariet> of effects 
In the second place the admission tint the Lord is the 
gUTT of the fruits of actions ivould impute pannlit) and 
cruelt) to him In the third place octions v.'ould be 
rendered useless (if unable to produce fruits.) Hence the 
inference that the results of actions proceed from their rell 
Bious merit (or dement) 


B I I ?4'(1 tll5tl<4 Jl I 

inrft t ^ ^ it 

wiwffi d gmD fh^W ( ^ic) 
1 Nr^«*injl^H4Tur-r srfir •( 

rtW I 









41. Bddai dy ana, however, (holds that the former z e , 
the Lord, is the cause of the fruits of actions,) because the 
scriptures declare him to be the cause (of actions them- 
selves ) 

Achdrya B^dardyana, however, considers the former, 
t e , the Lord, as explained above, to be the cause of the 
fruits of actions “Because the scriptures declare him 
to be the cause” t e , the scriptures represent the Lord to 
be the ultimate source of all human actions They de- 
clare that it is he who makes human agents perfoim deeds 
whether of religious merit or demerit, and he who dispenses 
the fruits of actions, m such passages as the following 
It IS he who makes that individual do virtuous deeds 
whom he wishes to lead up from these worlds And it is 
he who makes that individual do vicious deeds whom he 
wishes to lead down from these worlds”' {Kau III 8’ 
And, such objections as the impossibility of a variety of 
effects flowing from the Self which is one and homo- 
geneous, etc , axe groundless, because the Lord, in dis- 
pensing the fruits of actions, keeps an eye to the merits 
and demerits of individuals 
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1 1 toA trSiJ^ risinift (iron HI ift ft'iiiH i 

ft.inifir nftpj. mft 5a ? 

ar *i Wr tt% ^ 1 

’•ft trnmrf 'ftcri^ tft' 

^ vw •Stw ^ ^ { !• iWX ) ^ ^iTwSirtnl •^*4inl ^ 

nn^l ^ ^<li|i ( WT IHH ) I •ft 

STrwt iT^fc t6r I fVuinw 

■5^RSI^\(^K m^nw*^ I «nn ^ aR«r c’t*^ ftv? ^ < 

'iHwi ^ — ‘jn^fTO tfti ?Tarp^^a«ii I'n 

CTFfV ftTinni*{ I niTvwf^^di Bft 

1 Those vtdyds which are established by all the 
Vedanta texts are harmonious on account of the identity 
of injunction etc 

We shall now deal with the qaesbon whether the 
vapons vidyis which are set forth m all the Vedinta texts 



are different from one another, or arc identical We affirm 
that while each one of the various cognitions is appropnate- 
Iv set forth in its particular Vcddnta text, each is to be 
taken as established b\ all the Vcddntas Why so ? “On 
account of the identity of ‘injunction’ etc ”, i e , because 
there is no difference (amongst these various cognitions) lu 
respect of ‘connection’, ‘form’, ‘injunction’ and ‘name’, 
c g , in the Agnihotra, a single subject dealt with in 
several Vedic s.lkhfis, we find the identical human actioa 
enjoined e\erywhere by the vords “He should offer 
oblations to the fire” , and the injunction “He who knows- 
the oldest and the best” is found identically in the text of 
the Vajasaneyins {Bn VI 1 1) as well as in the text of 
the Chhandogas ( CJih V 1 H In both cases, again, the 
connection (of the cognitions) with the objects to be 
attained by them is identically stated, viz , by the rvords 
“He becomes the first and best amongst his kith and km” 
Further, both the cognitions have an identical ‘form’, viz^ 
the true nature of the Priina possessing the qualities of 
being the first and best Just as the ‘form’ of a sacrifice 
IS determined by its particular divinity and materials, so^ is 
the ‘form’ of a cognition determined by the particular object 
to be known by it It is this which gives the cognition 
its distinctive form Both the cognitions have the same 
‘name’, too, viz , ‘Pr^.na-vidy^’ From such considerations 
we affirm that each of these various cognitions is establish- 
ed by all the VedAntas A similar course of reasoning 
applies to the Knowledge of the five fires, the Knowledge of 
Vaisviinara, the Knowledge ascribed to Siindilya, etc 
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^1 ^rrfnnr'T^— ffw^ 

vnrt r rm'i oiu-iftr trtnfQrcm pu^j Tt*i ^|ij*l 

*‘fl*^ift?EircHirn (?T <nrif )iinf^i i-'iu >i ?f n ^Em’riK 

^Trt«m in ^ «^*fTrK t E qiTPl ^ tiVTO»i (CTIHH ) 

fft I trt ^ ’q*^ tqt n qrfH fnt »*rit ’winrn inn fro 

^44^^ f tnr 0*1 vin trrf»iiJ?\iiiR iprii^ 

winuH I 


2. I/itbeobj ciaf that iidenUts of coi^itjons »•») not 
fcnabU on account of Ht^cmtcc fm Eubordiunte eJementft 
iresaj)Ao DifTcrence in subordinate matters may mice 
place) cxcn in one and the same tat/jal 

U ma> be objected that os iho different cognitions \Tiry 
m re«rpect of their gunis subordinate elements therefore 
it cannot be maintained that the> nrc xvithout distinction 
established bj nil Iho VedSotn texts. Tor example, the 
Vijasanejms after propounding the Knowledge of the 
fire fires, mention an additional and sixth fire in this text 
of theirs — The fire of that (i of cremntion) is indeed 
fire (Bn VI 2. 14) But the Chhandogas do not mention 
It the> on the other hand conclude with the clear mention 
of the number five as in the text But he who thus knows 
these five fires (Chh V 10 lO) How in the face of 
this difference can it be maintained that both those who 
admit and those who do not admit that sixth fire have one 
and the aamo cognition ? If this objection be put forward 
we say No For such difTerences in gunas feubordmate 
elements) are quite ndmissiblo in one and the same vidy^ 
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^1 JJr^_ ^f^r ^<11+1, f=(*ijl fai^flcIl'iJM-^’UK^ ^ 

<1<^Mil-c!*airl uciq^Mc^^cl I >?i?l , ?f I 

-^ctJU^cl ? ‘f% efcf ‘cl'4'^'l’ ^T'syiy'Hic=l*1 ‘ti*1WK’ 

■‘A^H Hjitt(«(f<!Jctii ‘^<^♦^ ^<ic<c1t^»T '>Ul<aJ|r|T[' l[f?I I 

=^,’— 5 si^lU ) ^ 

Vclfl’-^ii^lrj^, -S-fcl I 

tl-^T ■HH Dicl1';'1tt'^'<11 

'=nwi+i_'^ ciMi ^nr cic( Ptct*ii?T f 

ci*j)i?? ^fq fq<y'ticci?^ I 

3 (The Sirovrata rite is a peculiarity'' only of the 
study of the Vedas 'by the Athar\ anas, and not of their 
vld3^'^ itself) , because in the Sanidchai a it is declared as 
being of that nature This also follows fioiu the genet al 
subject inattei , and the limitation (of the rite to the 
Atharvanas) is siinilai to that of the libations 

It may be objected that the Siro\rata rite (the practice 
of carr3ang fire on the head) is associated with the school 
of Atharvanas onlj'’ and not with those of others so, here 
is a case of the vtdyd being different in different texts Our 
reply to this objection is as follows the above practice 
constitutes a peculiarly not of the vtdyd of the Athar\ anas, 
but only of their method of studying the Vedd” How is 
this known ? Because in the book called Samdchdra”^ 
m which Vedic obserx^ances are dealt iVith, the Atharvanas 
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declArc the niyno pnctice nl^uj m beioK of tKit nature 
ix^ a% ctnMitcuntf a pecuharity of thHr method of 
studjTnf: the Nedt. Thjt conclu^on follon-a also from 
the cneral Rubje^t matter** Thi< portion of the SQlra 
refers to the text 0-e ^\ho djv-^ not perform the ntc 
»hou1J not ftud> this ( hinj III 2 II tn which (1) 
the word ”lhi^ refer* to the subject nutter dealt with 
in the pTcnoa' mantra (iie^ that the ItrahmaMdj'A of 
the Ath.an'ana^ I* to be imparted onJj to tho who ha\c 
praclif'al the carrylnc of the fire on the head) and in 
V hich (2) the wo*d 4iud> ftl*;© occurs 1 rom tin* we 
ctnclude that the praclicr i* a feature onl> of the %tiidy of 
the Upani'had* b> the Atharvanas (and not of ihcir 
[The Sfilnhlra flrmcihenv his position further h) men 
liomnR mother net which is similarly confined to the 
Atharranas onl) 1 The restriction (of the nboxo 
practice to the Alhar\-inas> is mmilar to that of the 
libations This meanB that oi; the jcsxa libations (from 
the Kinra libation op to the sataudaoa libation) arc exclu 
slvel> enjoined on the Aiharvanas, similail) the nbo\o 
pmctlce if limited to the study of ihcir particular \ eda 
only The doctrine of the identity of cc«piiboQ* there 
fore rerruuDi uncontroi erted 
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4 (Scripture) afto sayt so 
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The Veda also declares the identity of vidyas, because 
the object of knowledge is taught in all the Ved.intas to 
be one, as in Kafh I 2 15, which sa>s. “The adorable 
One whom all the Vedas speak of ’* 


y, 1 HS fkd^d 

5 Ft out the identity of kitoxvJedgc it foUoxvs that ti 
IS also pt Opel to combine (the particular elements men- 
tioned in several texts) xvhen 'the cognition is) one and 
the same , as in the case of supplements to injunctions 

Now, “from this identity of knowledge” it follows that 
it IS “also proper to combine” the specific elements of a 
cognition mentioned in one particular text “with those 
■of an equivalent cognition” mentioned elsewhere “As 
in the case of the supplements to injunctions” about 
Agnihotra and other sacrificial acts, (the subordinate 
injunctions given in various texts ba^e to be combined 
into one whole), similarly here 

^ I ^alclSWIc^ rq<yi1|*( Hc( fy>g+^, 

%,^’l ^ 'esrii^ ( siiJiti'iRi'i 



OTtotsvsini 


OTT ] 




Tf?i *71?^ ^ I *Tf? "^ni^ni frrtn 

^4q\tP( TfTrtin ^ aw wHViirn I 

6. If i/ be objected that the icry Vedat make out a 
vid^d to be different (in different lexis tee saj No 
because (in essentinls it is identical (in both toiu) 

If it be objected that from the \ery Vedas them ekes 
a certain ridjrd is Wnovn to be di/Tcrenl m different texts 
we sa> \o The details of iho objection nre these — 
In the ‘‘Udfiftha t'idj’A os git'cn in T/Jn I 3 7)tboword8 
Do thou sing out for us point out that according to the 
Vijasancyins the prina is #/ie producer of the lidgitha 
uhile (in the same vtdyd as gken in Chfi 12 7) the 
’A'ords *^ie> meditated on it os the ildgftha point out 
that according to the Chhandogos the pn(na u the ddgfthn 
jtself Hon then can the identity of vidyi be admitted 
in these cases ? We 6a> \o The slight difference 
■(in non essentials) pointed out above cannot disprov'e the 
identitj of the \ndj-i in the two cases, since both are 
observed to agree in a very large number of essential 
points, 

oi — *11 in' •Nivin ^ I 

■wWl 1 ^ ^ 9 IfflplBl- 

(ft licit t ) Tft sQsfl«TOla*i^PiIiie*t 

jHiIsfaen vfJwtuiaiwt ( *1 ll<I< c ) fhlt^ I 



7. Oit the contra) y (the Pur\<'ipalcshm may assert,) 
thoe *9 no (unity of victyccs), on account of the dtffocncc 
HI subject -niattc) , as tn the case of ‘Uhe G) cater than 
the great ” 

The Piir\apaksha We maintain, on the contrary, 
that not the unity but the diversity of vidyas is the 
reasonable conclusion. Whv so ? **On account of the 
difference of subject-matter’ , as shown by the methods of 
meditation enjoined As in the case of "the Greater 
than the great ’ Eg, the meditation of the udgitiia con 
taming the attribute of Greater than the great etc ”, 
enjoined in the Ak.lsa is indeed greater than all these, ilkasa 
IS the great support , akusa is this udgftha, greater than the 
great , .-lldsa is without end” (Chh I 9. 1 & 2> is different 
from the meditation of the udgftha containing the attri- 
butes of abiding m the eye and tlie sun, having a golden 
beard and so on (Chh I 6, 6 8 ) 

c: I g'^cl ‘dsffcf’ fstfiSicS*! sid 

“'dsl^ils'yr’ ’iifh ciq_ mPt jt i 

^ I HS 'Sin 

'nii'-jci'/ I ff cff^i g I 

'^ifg cir|_ +i's]nicn*t ^2(1 

mid'^sKi-n-irRwlcicn'K nudm^i-l'^cn I 

8 The Purvapakshfn continues Ifrt be stated that 
(identity of vidy^s’ follows ft oni (identity of) natnesr (we- 
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say that a rtpls (to such statement) has already been 
furnished Moreover ihal characteristic (i e Identit> of 
names) u also found Un cleaxl> dlfTerent cases) 

The POrvapoksha conlirroes. It may be asserted that 
from the nomenclature^ t c from the idenl>t> of names 
follows the identlt> of \fdyds the name in both case*? bolnp 
udgltha\td)Tf Hut this does not follow Sufficient reason 
against sach an assertion has been oddoced in the previous 
Siitra t/e that there is a diflcrcnce in subject matter 
That reason applies hero with stronger force, because the 
subject matter 15 part of the re\ealed tevt while the iden 
tical name IS not a part of the revealed text (being given 
b> others for the sake of convenience oalj) Moreover 
that characteristic fri.,, identity of names) is observ'ed 
even in the case of admtUedl) different injunctions for 
instance, such admittedly different ceremonies as the Agn! 
holra, the Darrapilmamasa, etc^ are all comprised under 
the one name KAlhaka merely because they are all re 
corded m the one book named Kithaka 

t I I 

<1 1 ^ n Mm^HisT*T tmiirt 1 

*■11^ ^mivei *T ireihi, 

WU J Wd *IPT ’THh 

sfti sTTiyiem Wl Tft wfwn sft sft 

TTnT.fhvs«i*tTien i 


9 And because (the omldha) extends (over the whole 



Veda\ the view (that the term udgitha is meant to specialise 
it) IS appiopnafe 

The SutrakAra’s view The word and’ m this Sutra 
stands in the sense of *but’, and is meant to discard the 
opposite view presented in the two previous Shtras 
^‘Because the omkdra evtends over the whole Veda” This 
means that with a view to prevent the possibility that the 
•omkdra under discussion may be taken to be that omkdra 
which pervades the whole of the Vedas, it is m this connec- 
tion specified by the uord udgitha So that only that 
omkclra which comes under the class (literally, forms a part) 
of udgitha may be apprehended Thus, on account of the 
•evtensive scope of the omkiira, its specialisation by the 
word udgitha is appropriate 
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10 Those (qualities \vhich are attributed to the subject 
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of a [q ODo SAkbi only are to be inserted) ttt other 
texts also because tn all texts the vidyis arc non-differeut 
In the CoUoqay of the Pnlntu as found In the two Vedic 
SikhiSf ns those of the \ Ajasoneyios and the Cbhandogas» 
the direction is ^ven that the Prdnas ore to be meditated on 
05 possessed of the quality of being the best and speech 
and the other organs ore stated to be possessed of \*anoas 
other qualities, such as being the nchest etc These latter 
qualities are ultimate!) ha\re\er attributed to the Piinas 
alto in such texts as If I am the richest, thou art the 
nchest {Brt VI I 14 etc. But in the Colloquy of the 
I runos of certain other S^khAs e g that of the Kanshi 
tokms the quality of being (he best isattnbuted to the Piinos 
in such pawages as Next follows ibe recognition of the 
pre-eminence of the \ital breath by the other powers. All 
the powers contending with one another in order to assert 
their own pre-eramenoe &C. (hau II 9) but the latter 
Mt of qualities, xnz being the richest etc., is not mentioned 
Here a doubt arises whether these last qualities (being the 
richest etc.J which are mentioned In certain texts only are 
to be mserted in the other texts or not. On this disputed 
point the ^^ew of the Sutmkdra is as follows “Those 
quohties (being the richest, etc.,) ore to be mserted in the 
other texts also ‘ becanso ©\erywhero the vidyis are 
non-did'erent t e becaose the Pr&navijnina is recognised 
throughout in the Vedas os one and the same. 
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1] (For the same reason), bliss oiul oilier qualities 
have to be attributed to BiaUman everywhere 

Bliss and other qualities which are severally attributed 
to Brahman (in different places’ are all of them to be under- 
■stood in every place , because (following the same line of 
reasoning as in Sutra lO) m all the passages the subject 
matter is one only Brahman 
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12 (On the other hand) such attiibiites as having 
pleasuie for its head", and so on, have no foice (with 
regard to other passages) , because tnciease and decrease 
are possible only xvhere there ts plurality 

Certain attributes mentioned in the Taiitirlya (II 5 , 
^ g , “having pleasure for its head”, and so on, have no 
force with regard to other passages treating of Brahman , 
because the successive terms pleasure, delight, greater 
delight, and bliss, are understood as having higher and 
lower degrees with respect to one another and also to the 
enjoyer who is different from all of them But higher and 
lower degrees are possible only where there is ’plurality. 
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^ild Brahman is beyond plondity In fact the ottribates 
of ^hnvlnff pleasnro for its head" and so on belong’ -not to 
Brahman but to the kosha sheath 

H I ‘wt n Wud bkwSh 

13 Ceridin other attributes hoic^tver (are valid for 
all p:i«i<Lriges treating of Brahman) because their itgiti 
jicance ts identical 

Other ttttnbales {e^ bliss etc.J are however men 
Uooed in the senptures for the express purpose of teach 
iog the true nature of Brahman Vnd as their signi 
6cance is everywhere the same (ns that Brahman 
whose notare is sought to be tanght is one) those attn 
bates are to be viewed os valid for all passages treating 
of Brahman 

^8 1 ^TT^ldiy I 

?« I iwaS — un inn qr ift 

q< m Trm u’ronflr ( ^ tmt tt ) ifh i vw 

bW* iTf '*qlq«l WB mr wfhwisi^ SIB" 

qq qw’Biq'st: qc qfiiHiqih ifir I ^ — YiT qq ^ 

qt. Hfqmqih flh ^ W 1 •'sia? — 

wisii\ qu n TB^5 kRhm 



14 (The passage I. 3 10,11 is meant to give- 
mstruction about the Person only) /o; the pmposcs of 
meditation , because thorc is no use (of information about 
the relative superiority of objects of sense etc ) 

Ihere is a passage m the Kathopanishad H 3 10 & 11) 
which begins thus The objects are superior to the senses, 
the sensorium is superior to the objects, the understanding 
supenor to the sensorium”, and \\hich then passes on ta 
declare that “there is nothing superior to the Person He 
IS the end, the highest goal ” Here a question may arise . 
Does this text mean to teach that the objects of sense etc , 
which are enumerated in it are each superior to the preceding 
ones ^ Or does it mean to teach only that the Person is 
supenor to all ? The conclusion of the Shtrakiira is that 
it is reasonable to assume that the passage only means 
to teach that the Person is superior to all, and not to teach 
the superiority of each over the preceding ones Why 
so ? “Because there is no use”, i e , no use is either 
observed or declared by scripture of a demonstration of 
the relative superiority of the members of the senes 
The enumeration of the whole series of successive objects 
IS merely “for the purposes of meditation” i e , to aid 
such pious meditation as may lead to perfect know- 
ledge 
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15 AnJ itIko bfcaut£ //te iranf SJ/ has been used 
(tnlh reference to the I’erwn) 

The conda^ion that the cnomcration of the series of 
tenses ctc^ is only for establishing; the «tiprcmac> of the 
Person is forlher ttrcnglhenctl b> the fact that in the 
passa;;e Tills Self is hidden in all ihm(;s it is not mani 
Tested Dot tnblle seers fee him by their keen and 
snMie fnlelfects (hath f 3 12) the person tinder dfs 
ctrssioo it named the Self Pfom this it also follows 
tbit the tcjct intends to declare (hat the other objects 
eflnmented therein are not (he Self 
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16 (In the Aitareya passage I 1, 2 the word Self’ 
ts meant fo7 the Highest Self, as in other places , on 
account of the subsequent qualification 

In the Altai eya we read “Verily all this was m the 
beginning the Self only There was nothing that winked 
He thought, shall I create worlds ^ He created these 
worlds, — Ambhas, Manchi, Mara and Ap ” (I 1, 2’ 
Here a question may arise, whether by the word Self is 
meant the Highest Self, or some other being ? We 
reply that “the Highest Self is to be understood” by the 
word Self here, “as in other places ” As in other scrip- 
tural accounts of creation, such as “Verily from this Self 
came out ether” (Taitti II 1', the Highest Self has to be 
understood, and as even in cases of the application of the 
word Self to particular selves the Highest Self has to be 
primarily understood, similarly here But m other 
passages such as “In the beginning this was Self alone” 
(Brt I 4 l), where the Self is qualified by some other 
specialising attribute, eg , ‘in the shape of a person”, we 
have to understand that some particular self is meant 
In the passage under discussion, however, we meet with 
a “subsequent qualification” which fits m only with the 
interpretation of the word Self as the Highest Self, viz , 
“He thought, shall I create worlds ’ He created these 
worlds”. (Alt I 1) We therefore maintain that by the 
word Self here the Highest Self alone is to be Uhder- 
stood 
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17 Should (the jnterprelfttton of Self os the Highest 
Self) 6e otjec/cd /o /or (the presemitlon of) the unity q/ 
meani/ig (m the whole passage we stiH declare) It is so 
on account of (a tcnpiural) astertton 

Should It bo objected that in order to preserve the unity 
of raeaning in the whole passage the word Self should not 
be taken to mean the Highest Self we say that such objec 
tion IS inadmissible It is so t c it is proper to take the 
pfmoge 03 refenlng to the Highest Self \\T)y so ? On 
account of a scnptunil assertion i c the scnptumJ 
assertion that before creation the Self was one and alone 
gives a consistent sense only if the word Self is interpreted 
to mean the Highest Self Any other interprolation would 
fail to give such consistent sense 
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I siwHlfipT ^ *n^ 

*1^ ir^ 'ITT I ^m'lP'n “ewm 



^ “cTf^^ltl 'i)Nl*1'rL((^ccj| 

31 =^^ +^'t^«fl’’ ( H ^11118 ) ^Ict I 

^ 1 t^q. T'tiq. f^-M^, 'id M.3, ycl '4)'1Hrtl- 

I ^ 'Mi-q+ 1 'i’tq ‘diii^W-Jlilq^’ I 

in^T^. ^ f% ^ Mldrt^ltS ^fclMf^'S'H^ I 

<=iltf'^I^M«y|diq^ 'HHI did id's 

T^'-jH, 'HN+id, fiq^ifd <dMHlRt 1 *t I 

As the inenUoii ^of the rinsing of the mouth) ts luoely 
that of an act (and not even of a new act) and as (the 
meditation of water as the dress of Prdna is) sowethmg 
new, (we hold that the latter is meant to be enjoined and 
not the former) 

Both the Chhandogas (V 2 2 ) and Vajasaneyins (VI 
1 14) declare in the Colloquy of the Prdnas that everything 

IS the food of the PrAna, even up to dogs etc , and that 

v.ater is the dress of the PrAna In addition totheabo\e 
the Chhandogas sa 3 ’', “Hence, when going to eat food, men 
surround it before and after with water” TC/i/i V 2 2). 
The VAjasaneyins say, “Srotrij'as who know this rinse the 
mouth with water when going to eat, and also rinse the 
mouth with water after ha\ ing eaten They consider that 
1)3 so doing they furnish the PrAna with dress (Bn VI 
1 14) Now, these texts mention two separate tilings, vtz , 
the rinsing of the mouth and the meditation of the PrAna 
as dressed Hence the question arises whether here it is 
the intention of the scripture to enjoin both these tilings, 
or the rinsing of the mouth onlv, or the meditation of the 
Prtna as dressed onlj The rinsing of the mouth cannot 
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possfbl) bo fi matter for ftcrlptaral jnjuncilon bccau*^ in 
mention n merclj that of annct r because the pasviRc^ 
quoted merely mention the purificatory act of rinslnp the 
mouth ^shich IS a Trcll known net In the Smrili Now ns 
cue of the two nllemiti\*e5 mu t neccs^rily I>c a matter for 
lojuuction nod as the text aUo mentions the fumishintr of 
a dress, the Inentablo conclusion IS that what is enjoined 
here is the meditation of water as the dress of the Pruna^ 
for that IS Fomethlnpncw and not the rinsinp of the mouth 
which IS already established b> Smriti 


\C\ HHl't 

I 1,1 jwiq T^flrrn wfn": ^ifim fra frerm i 

M TTC ^ s,i^n*jHi4tn nttmJ ersmit ( rrm 

X umO v I Jtinral — 

•tsifl^ikd arr- »Tsn nil xi i »i 

Pr^ ( IT IKU ) 

M *hrr ^ qronnj mt* nyi i 

i'3i‘3^«inrq tTh f sraiq^ — irt ^ un ruing mwtg 
qils^rsq HiPl. V^t{ tnrjRrt ufsirgsTifiT 

I wfire 

I -auM ^ ^ fimpir i q n fterffiR 
>-ysUi<^ qjB *r I quisiMig^lq m -iiyl ftshai^ «rfn*}TTTq 

tPr I 

19 And nlio $n one and the same (sAkhi, vis that of 








the VAjasaneyins), the same (reasoning applies) because of 
the identity (of the object of meditation in both cases' 

In the Agni-rahasya of the s^kh^ of the VAjasaneyms 
there is a vidyA named Sdndilya-vidyi The particulars 
mentioned therein are these “He should meditate on the 
Self as manomaya, i e , as consisting of mind, as having 
Prana for its body, and as having light for its form”, 
(Satapatha BrAhmana XC 6 3 2), etc In the same sikhil, 
in the Bnhaddranyaka Upanishad, we read, “That Person 
consisting of mind, whose essence is light, is within the 
heart, (minute) like a gram of rice or barley He governs 
all, and is the Lord of all He rules all this and whatso- 
ever exists”, (VI 6 1) A question here arises Have 
we here one vidyd, in which the particulars mentioned in 
the Agnirahasya and the Bi are to be com- 
bined ^ Or, have we here two vidyds between which 
there should be no combination of particulars ? We reply 
The same reasoning applies even in one and the same 
silkhil” We have seen above that texts of different Sclkhds 
do constitute one vidy^, in which different particulars of 
the different texts are combined Similarly here fhe texts, 
though belonging to the same siikhd, constitute one vidyS. 
only , “because of the identity of the object of meditation” 

7 e , because we recognise the same Brahman, which con- 
sists of mind and which has other attributes, as the 
identical object of meditation in both Now it is the 
object of meditation that constitutes the distinctive 
character of a vidyd As long as that character remains 
unchanged, we cannot maintain that the vidyAs are 
different Hence, in the present instance, even in one 
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and the same siWhi the two passages constitute one 
\ndyA, and their particulars ba\e to bo combined 


< I t itj V34««i ‘n? 

oTT vmd 

( tl iiuO ^ ira ^ ««<3 qhlliffTl ^wj|o/ q 

Hiii(n ^ ♦I'yiv « esPiM^t CHr5>flh 

hwd n*5iMr'ri'?ifH^^^isr»i. (iciiv^ 8)> irn^inr— 

m ‘SH^a Pmi^n ^IwrlvS^Tt^l. 

T& I IW in — «TOT 

<r?Hqqiir ^ Mfson 

20 The same thing ts true tn a«ot/iCr case also 
because (both are) ccnncctcd (with one and the same 
vids^ ) 

[The POrvapaksha-l There is a passage in the Bn 
haddranyaka (V 3 1 ) beginning with *1110 True i5 
Brahman and passing on to *That which is the True 
that is also the Aditya, who is the Person that dwells in 
yonder orb and who Is the Person in the right eye (V 
5 2,) The passage thus declares two different abodes, 
one With reference to the gods and another with 
reference to the human body of one and the same Brahman 
that IS the True. The passage then goes on to establish 
that the sacred syllables {bhiJi etc. ) constitute the body 
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of Brahman Finally, the passage teaches the two 
secret doctrines, “His secret name is ‘ahar’ with reference 
to the gods , his secret name is ‘aham’ with reference to 
the body”, (V 5 3 & 4 ) A question here arises Are 

both the secret names to be conjointly applied to both 
the abodes ? Or, is each to be separately applied, one to 
the deva-abode only, and the other to the bodily abode 
only ? The opinion put forward by this Shtra (the 
opinion of the Phrvapaksha) is this In the Sdndilya- 
vidyd, particulars, though found in two detached texts, 
had to be combined “The same thing is true in another 
case also” ft e , in the present case), “because both (the 
secret names) are connected with one and the same 
vidyd ” 


I ^ 'is ^41 mih i ?— 

ikP44. I “5? yilll*?) 

"jlh f% “c?41lHPm<4 ) '*,14 i 

” ( a,iii8 ) ^ 

( 5^11^,18 ) ^14 I ^14 ^ ‘Vclrt^” til4f%cl|^*^4 I 

diIh* ? 

21 But (we hold-that it is) not so, because there ts 
<x difference (of place) 

[The Sutrakira’s view ] The two secret names 
cannot both apply to both the persons Why so ? Be- 
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cause tbe abides in which the poreons ore to be meditated 
ore mentioned as dlfforent By the words ‘The Person 
that dwells in yonder orb the Person with the de\-a 
abode is referred to and about him it is said that His 
■secret name is ahar while by the words ‘‘The Person 
in the right eje the Person with the bodily abode is 
referred to and about him it is said that His secret name 
is aham Now the pronoun *his (tasya> always has a 
reference to something proximate. Tho inference there 
fore is that the secret names are meant to belong to the 
distinctive abodes with which they ore connected How 
then can both names be applicable to both ? 


Ml ^ H.iiJl.wml q-wi.I Hqfii m^aw 

*4 ungqi Sf^t jfV Wi <nira iwm ( m iwi ) ift i 

ifit Prw^r I 

22, Scrtpiurt aUo indicates fhit 
Further there is a dear radication in scripture that 
■attributes of this rlass are to be understood as distinct 
m the passnge “The form of this person is the some 
■as the form of that other person the two slngere (or two 
joints) of this person are the same as the two singers (or 



two joints) of that other person , the name of this person 
IS the same as the name of the other” ( Chh 17 5) 
How does this passage convey such an indication ? We 
reply, because the passage admits by implication that 
the attributes of the two persons are differentiated by 
their abodes, via , the eye and the sun, and are in conse- 
quence uncombinable , and then by a distinct act of 
mental transfer identifies the form etc of the person in 
the sun with those of the person in the eye by the 
words “the form of this person is the same” etc 
The conclusion therefore is that the two secret 
names are to be understood as distinct 


\ ^Tci: I 

I R'l^iicicun” 

^ ^ sual^'yi i ntti sfwR'yltJ «TT> 

^ l ‘'Wci ’ ‘"g’, 'Hlilct’iftSiq- 

I cfW^tfg 'hFh ^ajK 

^l^lO «.lh I g “j? 

8 IUIO ’itd I ’I'l clcf ctrf cT<tctc^ 

'*tWc('i+{ liclig P(<yTg I g "idi. 1^04 

I dltJI 31 CI UdltJ WfH ? 


23 '^Holding togetliei" and "'pei-vadtng the sky", aie^ 



/or a timtlar reason,{no\ to be in'cted in the Brahma 
Md) 

Virya sambfmli (holding together of pcnvers) dyii 
nivesa (entennff the skj) etc. arc mentioned as \*arioUes 
of energy (\ibhCiti) of Brahman in the following passage 
wh:ch occoni in the supplementary texts of the RAnA>Tuifyiis 
— **The powers of whom Brahman is the greatest are hold 
together In the beginning Brahman who is the greatest 
stretched out the ski Now \\t find that in the Upanishad 
of the same Rlnlj-anlyas the Sind>li'a\jdjA and other 
Brahma too are to be met with A question there 

fore arises whelherlhcaboveenergiesof Brahman mentioned 
by the Riai>’anf)'as should or should not be inserted in the 
Brahma ndjds. The mcw of the Sutrakira is Holding 
together pen-odicg the sk) and other energies ore not to 
be inserted in the S^ndilyaMdi'i etc. 'And for the some 
reason t on account of their connection with different 
abodes. Thus, m the SAndllya xidj'i Brahman is said to 
abide in the heart TTiis Self is within tho heart (Chh III 
H 3) Similarly in Iho Dahara xndj-i wo find Within 
the body there is on abode shaped like a small lotus in it 
ogam there is a small Akisa (Chh VIII) Again in the 
Upakosala Wdi'i Brahman Is said to abide In the eje ‘The 
Person that is seen in the eye (Chh IV 15 1) Thus in 
these several vidyis several abodes of Bmhmnn ore des 
cribod, and they are all bodily abodes. But the energies 
above mentioned vte holding together of powers, pervading 
the aky etc. ore connected wnth the deva abodes of 
Brahman. In the face of such difference of abodes, how 
can the energies be inserted in the Brahmavidyis ? 



^8 I ’life cTlPl^lI y*i>^f%57T, eld g*id) d'l' 

dife<ci I ^rhClddil g^iMdvj I dd t^»T. ^ 'id'<,<? 

yHil ^<fid«<'si*d >^'dl ^ '3qB'e’d=^ % qr ^ ^Icl I 

«M^‘d'd( ifd 'HI'? 'Hldl^ I ‘a*iqfd'^j(qif+ld’ ddl HdiMf JuH^ldT 
difedi Hl's'll'y adHld<?jld(*^ 'Jri«dld q ud+1^ 'id^HI ^rTl*1dldJi+{ 'Hld)i'i*t 

I 

24 (There should be no combination of Purusha-vidyiis) 
because tlieie arc no such statciiieiits tn th^ other books. 

There is a Purushavidyit t e , a fanciful identification 
of man with the Vedic sacrifice m the Rahasya-brdhmana 
of the TAndins as well as of the Paingms And again there 
IS another PurushavidyA in the books of the Taittiriyakas 
Hence arises the question whether the particulars of the 
man-sacrifice mentioned in the former books should or 
should not be inserted in those of the Taittirfyakas ? The 
SutrakSxa says, They are not to be inserted There should 
be no combination, because there are no statements in the 
latter s4kh4s ( viz , the Taittiriyakas) corresponding to the 
Purusha-vidyd of the former ssikhiis, viz , those of T^ndms 
and Paingins 

I I 

I ■qwqpildiin^t +i'dtJ+iid(id*, “ti^d 

"£<^4 qd-ll na<rtf fai{lsfvrqs<rti fd'difi ” ’s.cHif^ I ^ dihtgdi 
■“fq tfidd d-a+t” I UtidHidlddl “■^dl'^l ?fld^^sRi” •Stdlf^ I 
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5 ^ f*i^‘ f 

Wlflfl^BiiH. ^ ^njcl*i»im^ ‘inB ^ 'rtf 

Jli^q«HiSnPn Tfii > sPm*" 

jwc ^ nmrs ft ti ^ oTrtftIl<*j 

ffh iTi^iliini^ t ^wia? — i 

‘r^nfro ^ ft •i^i'St ^ ^ finrr 

^'il+rtf*^8i 'a^PiHjftaifn ■tJfttmfir wi*i4n I 


25 ^Piercing and other mantras of a Similar tyi>c 
being different tn subject matter (from the vidyds of the 
Upanishads, oxncot be combined with the latter) 

The cotninencement o! an Upant^hfiri of the Atharvaai 
Vaa conalets of the following mantras — Pierce (the enemy) 
wholly pierce his heart crush bis veins crash his head 
thnee cmshod — etc. That of the Tindmfl consists of 

Dev* Savitah genenUo the sacrifice That of the 
SityAyanins *Thoa art the piosscasor of a white horse, and 
art green as gra 58 <ftc,” That of the Vijasaneyins is a 
Brfhmnnn passage about the Pravargya ceremony — *Tho 
gods sat down to a sattm &c. That of the Kaoshitakins a 
Brihmnnn passage about the Agmshtoma, Brahman 
13 Agnlshtomo, Brahman is that day through Brahman they 
enter Brahman those who observe that day attain immor 
tallty Now the point to settle is, whether these mantraa 
such as Pierce wholly etc. and the ceremonies such os. 
Pravargya etc, are to be combined with the Upanishad 
vidyis or noL Xte answer is, they are not to be combined 
With the vidyiU, Why so ? ‘Because their subject 
matter vm. piercing etc., is different This means that 









the subject matters of such mantras as “Pierce the enemy’s 
heart” etc are entirely different from, and have no connec- 
tion with, the vidyas taught in the Upanishads , and 
consequently it is impossible to combine these mantras .with 
the vidyas 

I tnfe^n ^ ^l*uPu qitr, ■o'it- 

eiaicHT 

I ct'Mi “ci<^i 

^Kis) 5.1ci 1 a'Mi aii<^iqi%n “cit4 yai ^- 

-sirtii l^'=i'a mqsurtU'n]’ ifn | niMq 

<1^ tHiii ■siia*-i •ygici'^Mq'TulMqi *^1. 

tl3ia5*ai_^ci4ilv^ -“^cl fq^u^lq i5im- 

■iln I cl's qal¥(4 eta q faifer artt^f[ 'sife i aai‘ama»i- 
vi«i -yah q aaifq ^lanalq i qq g i5i*i5a q ^ 

cjuian qq 'ciHiaq qfaaclq^qrq qi 's.lci fsrf^bhci^diqi?^^ Hdla, — ‘T5iql 3’ 
^acriiai^ "qfq '^niaW 'H'lfa ?fq y<^q I 

“'dma'isia^ai'^cctK^’ qq ‘'dmaq’si‘<^ ‘'si»i’iu=ct5q ‘^q’*^«^iMf^q ^fq 
I q<aicj_ ^acrt-^iasic^-qq^ ^m-'NitieiRi i 
?,fct ’eq*hm'si'i+t i cT? qqi vi^tlaiT ‘‘^i-'u aia- 
^ qr qi mn” ?{q '»jRa«}, but?} 'qftai'i'd q»i'wlaqlfqrtqq%, 

aiieaiaPtni gtaii ” 5ict FaalMa’aiK^ '‘Ti'S+a^q giaii 'nrJta'n i 

Hdlacl i qqr $imi^qqiTqtqj.i-iniH^ “qqqiw- 
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26 And vlurc ihe riddance {oi tho iIlDminated man 
from bis good and evil deeds) is weniiomd (m varioas 
texts the obtaining of those deeds by others has to be 
supplied ) became the statement aho«/ obtaini/ig 
•by otherii IS necessary supptement (to the statement 
of his onm nddonco) as in the cases o/ the Kusas the 
Chhandas the Stuti and the Upagdna (The reason for) 
this has edready been stated (m tho Purva Mimamsa) 

The foUowidff passage occurs in the text of the Tindins 
^ I shake off sin os a horse shakes his hair 1 shake off 
the body as the moon gets released from the month of 
Kiho. With soul satisfied I enter the uncreated Brahma 
loka (Chh VIII 13 l) This occurs in the text of the 
Atharvanikas, — He (the wisemnn) is freed from merit and 
^foment, becomes spotless and attains the highest eqoani 
tuity (Alund III 1 3) The SAtynynnins have this 
W*«ge, — His cons inherit his property his fnends the 
rosults of tho good done by him his enemies the resalts 
of the evil done by him Tho Kaushitakins have He 
Slves up hU merits and dements. His dear kmsroen 
obtain his merits, and his enemies hig dements. (Kau 
I +) Of these texts, then one doss mentions that the 
nian who has gained true knowledge attains entire freedom 
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from his merits and dements A second class mentions the 
obtaining of those by his friends and enemies respectively. 
A third class mentions both these facts Now, we have 
nothing to say about the third class which mentions both 
The second class which only mentions their obtaining 
by others, admits by implication that the person himself is 
freed from his merits and demerits, but doss not mention the 
obtaining of these by others, leaves room for the doubt 
whether these merits and demerits shaken off by the 
person himself, are or are not transmitted to friends and 
enemies This doubt the Sutrakd,ra resolves thus 
“Where the riddance only” is mentioned, the obtaining 
by others should be added , “because the statement about 
obtaining (by others) is a necessary supplement to,” i c , 
IS necessary to complete the sense of, the statement about 
the person’s own riddance, as is clear from the passage 
of the Kaushftakins above quoted For this reason, m 
other texts also, wherever the riddance only is menhoned, 
the obtaining by others should also be supplied Four 
analogous instances of supplementing one text by another 
are introduced into this Shtra by the words “Like the 
Kusas, the Chhandas, the Stuti, and the Upagana ” 
These analogous instances are as follow (l) On the one 
hand, this mantra of the Bhallavins mentions Kusas as 
produced by trees m general without any specification, 
“You Kusas are the offspring of the trees , do you protect 
me '” On the other hand, this mantra of the Satyaya- 
nins mentions Kusas as produced by Udambara trees by 
a particularising statement, “You Kusas are the offspring 
of the Udambara tree ” (2) On the one hand, in certain 
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texts the metres of the tlcvas and a'^uras arc mentioned 
xrlth perfect ladifTcrencc ntx>ut their order of Bucccssion 
On the other hand this mantra of the Pntnpns fixes a 
definite order ofiprionij The metre* of the De\TLS come 
first ” (3) On the one hand in certain texts the time 
of the slotra of the ShodaMO ccrcmoD> i* left unsettled 
On the other hand a definite time is fixed for it m the 
folloTvinff mantn of the Ui^xedms When the sun has 
half nsen (d) On the one hand m certain texts no 
definite mention Is made of ndiat classes of priests haxe 
or Kax^e not to join in the stnRinj; On the other hand a 
mantra of the Uhaftaxins Kiaos definite instruction m the 
nutter Non as in each of the oboxa) fonr instances 
(Kutas etc.) a general statement in one text is combined 
with s particular statement m another so m the present 
instance, “riddance has to be combined xvith obtaining by 
otberv” If the particulansmg statements from other 
texts xrere not thus applied and added to the general 
statements, the result xx*ould bo universal xikalpa (un 
certaint) or scoj>e for optional procedure) a thing which 
must always bo nxxiided xxherexer possible “The reason 
for this has alread> been stated ric., m the Piimi 
Mfmansa. 


I ^fTn%*T isi Prjf 

ftfPt (iMT tH Tmfts ) •^i»i*i(Vt I vr[ ftf ^ 

in fft irftftr ftyt 



3 0 ^ 

^ '?;f^ i ‘cT’ti^n- 

Hid«<rHi'^l<1^, '^fl ^ HIH'if+l 

■^f% I 'H'5 ^il<si^ , ctrfe^ iUi-iiiiiiPiy 

27 'The enlightened self) on departure (from the 
body gives up its merits and dements) there being nothing 
else to he reached (by such a self through kai ina'' Thus 
otheis too declaie 

The Kauslntakins declare (Kaii I 3 and following 
sections) that the enlightened self, Avhen proceeding along 
the path of the gods "towards Brahman seated on a couch, 
obtains, somewhere on the way, release from his merits and 
dements The question therefore arises Is the enlightened 
self’s release from his merits and demerits to be taken to 
happen when proceeding on the way, or immediately on 
departure from the body ? The Sutra says, Immediately on 
depa'-ture from the body “There being nothing else to be 
reached” by the enlightened self in that state [viz , of the 
dissolution of the body) by his good or evil deeds “Thus 
others, too, declare”, c g , the TS.ndins and Satyiyanins 
declaie that the release from merit and dement happens in 
that state {i e , immediately on the dissolution of the body) 

HIS; ’ ^’^Id Usdrfj; sypidy-ls'yiJ^Ti^lfj^ ^fUd-^'si^cT-f 

SidUSdig ^ f%'4d I ‘'3’Mi^ilsilW qo usq. ys ^5n?JT- 
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2® frcm mwl!< amt demfnt^ hapotn^) 

thremi^h the \.^lf C’\mt lh«*rcftTrc dor^ ml lnpp<*n tt/ier 
dfpartore from tH<* btctiux (onlr) on tha %uf<t^at 

Utn do both become conttxtent 

It ii al ihc dc]ortuie ffrmi ^^^ |njj nml not cm ihc 
roidTray ih^i ^r^^dl^•n frotn ^^ll d mcfil plicr 

fer c\fn l>^^pre d‘*a!lt Ir) ht till** t c ly Iti*; flTorti 
(cm'lTtire of) rflf rr iraml \-oliintnr^ penance and ihe 
remni oS InoTledr'* ♦■if Ut tfrm troni mcnl ami dement 
it partible ii t m intnclr t to »up'>o c it happening on 
tS* raidr^a) T *irn there in no fuftl ‘•f enu'^r fnr ihe re* a 
tioa of itir/r] I "llr“tuec (miy) on ihi^i fupposilim do 
brh be-o*n enti tent ,» eniher'Te t aritet a^ won na 
the cau*^ h-ro*ne- oj^^tn-e and no confl/cl occurs mth 
tin* leaiB of the Tiadim and Si!>-t)nn«m 


\* I Ti ^ «rn3rT^ 

I ' ft ^ 

■^rr^pi sssr^TifW P^e»r ^ n “4<lS n 

^ *1 ftfvm I h ♦nwt 

*r^ H rw-ej ^ n man^n^ i 

29 (Wo mini ndmil) tiro kinda o/ sinmficnnce /or the 
'eon/ uati for o//»enr/fe there tron/d be a contradiction 
(of ecripture) 

The significance of the cxpre5»:ion gati (i^^, going 
idong the path of the devus) must be twofold In 
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some cases it has the meaning of actual going, in some 
cases not “For otherwise”, t e , if we apply “gati” to all 
cases without distinction', there would be a contradiction 
of scripture “Going” in the sense of “proceeding to 
another place “would evidently be contrary to reason in 
connection with this text, “He is freed from merit and 
demerit, becomes spotless and attains the highest equanimi- 
ty” {Milnd III 1 3) How can a spotless self, which is- 
non-moviug, proceed to another plaqe ? And the goal to 
be reached by him is “the highest equanimity” which 
cannot certainly be attained by moving to another place 


I ^ifcl , tfcl 

I ’ i|ct nifCq'UlKj ^|cl C(,KVJ4J^ '^4 H‘^'4- 

clPt I ^ g 'HlfHqicqtjfii»}T clisaj q(lf% ^ 

cifl Jifh I ‘^qiqr^’ =g M,q f^nT) sc'=q i 

5sui*qiH(H<i! ’Tsn 'qfxf | ij;?) 

f^»T ■q^^r'^ra Piyqici^j^ 'eqHn^f-qttu+i i 

30 Tins twofold stgmficance ts 1 easonable, foi it is 
observed (both m the case of life after death and) in oi di- 
nary life 

This two-fold signihcance of “gati” i e , having the 
sense qf actual going in certain cases, and not so in others^ 
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U fca^onable Tor ihc litfrol mfjJnttiR of !«; seen 
lQ»ochc«a:nn Tror»blp< n\ the p.-\r>anV3 vjJji thtiiis /) 
For ihcrc the lc\lt mntion x'Anoa^ tr ull< fioch ax mount 
iBtr a couch hoUmfi a conxrrrAHon t\»lh Unhman seated 
CO a couch ctpcrimciDR \anoax oJojtv eic^ which arc all 
alUiMble by pofnR lo x-arioux place* In such a context 
the xx'otJ comR bax a xctj c Hut no purpo^o of »ueh a 
tharactcT i« cxtt cnicitamcJ !*y illumtuaird kouls who 
have aiuiacJ a xnxion of (he unity ci bcif for such fooH 
the eiprexiion roing hax no memmp xvhaltoexcr Thi 
diiliDCtion (bet ccu pnrpoxe* nhiclimx'oKe and rliich do 
Ml inx'olx-e going) IX to l>o acen inordinary life nixo. A 
path along nhicb placd are retched becomcn necessary 
«>hen one has to go to a xitlage but not when one has to 
*ltaia ffeedoffl from diseaxe Similarly here This dixtinc 
Iron will be eslabliihed with ctoatcr fullnc'x m the fourth 
chapter 


Ml *i '.ml fcwi*ii«^'’afttnr ^ ^SCITIWI 

I ( WhT t ^ ti< I ^ ® ) I 

dl (Golnp alodff the path of the Doxos) apptiei to nH 
(sigana x*|dyas icitliaiit restnction There is agreement 
*ln rejpect of subject matter) dccurding to both sruti and 

tmntl 

The path named DexTxyana applies (Squally without 
ralrlctlon, to all aaguna vidyoi. There is agreemect In 



^ 1 ° 

respect of subject-matter, according to both sabda (revealed 
scripture) and inference that is the two-fold proof of 
sruti and smriti Katts I (CJiIi V 93 Gifd viii ) 

'<?f^'tiKg f^gmi <^<1 titn? 

32 There is subsistence (of the body) foi those who 
have ceitatn offices (to perform', as Jong as those offices 
last 

The point under discussion here is whether for the 
illuminated soul a new body originates or does not originate 
after the destruction of the old body The Sutra says, 
“There is subsistence of the body for those who have 
certain offices to perform as long as those offices last ” 
Vyasa, Vasishtha, Bhngu, Ndrada, and others, who have 
been entrusted by the Supreme Lord with their respective 
offices, have to remain m the body until t-he duties of their 
offices are fully discharged, and obtain release only when 
they are finished 
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m mVv iff tVv » <n*n^ftTTtT>^*l nn 

r-^ vt % qa:! c'^md 
t« I ilnr *\ tm r-q^tn 5 rfm'j;'?!^ 

tit5 *1^*^ rr fTT^ Vi R Ti VI ir^if-^ 

vixc;^ Vi,cm»r 9I -nrc^t n vmt- ttpiI ^ rfn 
9Ti^ VI xSj xvur^r^^ H xx >v^J *Tt 

qm x*vt;^«r^ Turi 1 r»Ttt^ r^t 1^9 cr»>fT^in 1 


33 Itut iht ccnc^f'tion^ a^t t tfic iti/i ira trc olt oi 
/Arm /o 6^* cnmAjnr / (in nfl the !e\t^^ he a <r of their 
identity and the conimnn » i itt 1 m tn ction 71 in the 
catc of the uf*aii]Js T1 t /nt hten fTf-tnuK ! (in the 
IMn*a Mimfim \ ) 

The rorJ Ini! here i mMni to HiVArJ the opposilr 
^etp thA! oil the <wccptiooii ninul the Ahpliaro ore 
no/ he eombinej in nil ct'^' It 1 rei onnble to ndmll 
•hnl ihr conrm if'i aMut the AI *:lnn » the nesnii\e 
declarations about the Supretno Ilnlimnn relio is undifTcf 
entlated are nil of them to l*e combined In nil the Icxli 
hecaow of their Identity nnJ the common matter of 
In tniction 1 <„ ber-iu^e botl» their manner and matter of 
Inirtnjclion arc identical, the common manner beinf: the 
nepaijon of nil particular attributes the common matter 
beity; the one undmdrd nmhtnan As in the case of the 
Dpasads The nnaloiTj is this There is a particular sacri 
fice named the JftmadstrnjH ohlna acnfice in v.htch the 
upxjid— ofTcrlnKi— conrist of purodilsaa (snaificial calces 
how, thouffh the mantras for ofTerinp the purodAsas 
oripmated in the Simnveda yet thej arc In all cases 
connected with / e arc uttered bj a Vajur\cda priest 



VIZ , an ml Jix ai} t Tlic principle nnclerlMnp sncli connec- 
tion IS tlial the ofTcring of the pttrnd(\sa is the •v\or]\ of the 
ndh\arMi, and subordinate mattci s (the mantras' are alwav-i 
Rfo\ erned by tile principal matter (the procedure ordained 
for tlie offerm" of the Similarl\ in the present 

case, the attributes of the \Kshara ]jrahman, m \\ hatever 
texts the> occur or do not occur, are subordinate to the 
Vkshara Brahman itself, and hence thej must in all cases 
be connected with the \kshara Brahman This principle 
has already been explained m the Pur\a Miinilmsi- 
Philosophy 
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58 I g'i.ssi-im-jflin ( 51^1^ , 8K ) “?t ttw'yl’ sfd 

I ^ “-ftcl ( \15)^ ) 

ila I girt 5 * get ^41 M.rt 4 l +('rt 4 t 

\rtrti’ vJrtrtr 'sifvtg ^?I wx*iirtrtrt 

gitlrtiT I «nf%i , ct^fl I 

34 (The texts “DvA suparni &.c ” and “Ritam 
pivantan &c , constitute the same vid>a) because (in both 
cases) the (same) iiumbe) ts stated 

In the mantra beginning with the words “Two birds of 
beautiful plumage” which occurs in Mund III 1 1 and 
Svet IV 6 , of the two, the individual self and the Supreme 
Self, one only has been stated to be an enjoyer, and the 
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other a non*€njo>er 'while. In the mantm begimiing^ with 
the words ”Two are enjoying the fralts which occurs In 
Xfllh I 3 1 both are stated to bo enjoyers. The doubt 
therefore arises whether we have two different 'vidyAs here 
or one. The siitra says both constitute one vidyi. Why 
so ? Because in both cases the Vedinta mantras have 
•as their common object of knowledge the Soprome Self 
■08 defined b> the same number tie the number two And 
as the object of know-ledge is one the too is one 


Ui ish ^nn ( n ) 

^ fr irtrfl *dni*in(^ i ^ 

VI wp^ Tttt fVi^f rttfc 

mimn vftfiic^nT iwviH v i imv 

iWvirni tiTisn 1 «jnvi*isT. 

^ ftvJiifh I qm ^ 111: tiA«ini^uwi 

”'^^‘1 wtt *i^<h, vivu I 

35 I Though the same passage occurs twice the 'vidyA 
m them is one) became the uitdifferenftaied Sd/ tt xotthin 
oQ (and hence cannot be two) m (clearly stated m the 
text about) all betiigs 

The VAjasaneyins in their Bribadinmyaka Upanishad 
record one and th« same passage twice m succession m the 
Questions of Ushasta and Kahola pic in III 4 1 and 









III 5 1 The passage is this, “That Brahman which is- 
directl}’^ perceived, and is not hidden , the Self who is- 
withm all ” Here a doubt may arise as to whether there 
are two different vidyds on account of the repetition, or 
there is one vidyd only ? The Sutra says In both 
passages, in the questions and answers, “the undifferentiated 
Self” IS represented as “within”, t e , “within all things”. 
Hence the unity of vidyd , because in one body there 
cannot be two selves each of which is within all things 
The Sutra refers to another text by the words “as in all 
beings” In the mantra “He is the one God, hidden in all 
beings , he is all-pervadmg, the Self within all beings” 
(Svet VI 11), the one Self within all is declared to be 
existing in all beings Similarly in the two questions and 
answers under discussion 


Cfc<:)*if0 ■5ci?ich” vlh 

36 If it he contended that otherwise separate 
sciiptural statements become indefensible, we say, No ; 
as til the case of anothei instruction 

If It be objected that unless we admit separate vidyds 
wherever there happen to be separate scriptural passages, 
the separate scriptural statements become indefensible, 
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tre M\ \a. A» in the cn^ of another Inttmclion i/t 
the na5 ase “TTiai ii the then nrt That O Sveta 

Letu whtch occuri nine nmrv in the nchth and subie^iutnt 
ieclion»> of the lixlh cluptcr of the CldiindoF^'a UpanI had 
A» thM mjlnjclion thowrh ir|yatfd nne does not 

P It op one \ Idyi into man) to n!^ here 


^0 I f<»riinf»n I 

tot C\'^ nrxH" < Mi«i< ^ 

fff 1 *11 net m ’*rt ^jm^c wn 

^ fi ( ire frf«rf Twievt «r<r 

f ▼« »?f#r »<tfvlfiTT} ferqn qt 

r< vn qinowp Weitfrit 

n %•[ tm rm q^i«*nnnr v^pj tTrti 

37 (In the double enancnlton^ I om thou and 
**Thoa art 1 etc** o rcetprocal tlntemenl (is to be under 
stood) becaitst (the texts) clcarJy (1isl$nf:uish (the two 
raedjiations) ai others 

There is a text of the Ailarcjdns nboat the Person In 
the nn which saj-s \Vhnt I am that i3 he. WTial he is 
that am I (Atlii tr IF 2 4 6) Similarly there is a 
t.jrt of thff /ibffas « htch runs J nm thou O frmt 
divioitj and thou art I In such case* of double enunda 
tlon the doubt arises whether a two fold meditation is 
necessary or onl> a sinRlo one is sufficJeol The Srttra. 
declares nedprocity ii meant here both the above 

statements in vrhich the indiddual self and the Lord 






appear by turns as subject and predicate, are enjoined for 
the purposes of meditation, “because those uttering the 
texts here clearly distinguish them” by mentioning both 
distinctly “As others, t e , just as other attributes of the 
L-ord, his all-pervasiveness, etc , are prescribed in scripture 
for meditation 


^'^1 I 

^ M.<=l a.|y,|^ ) S.rtlll< I 

H-:)’ I ‘f%’ ^^C1 y«rfvfil 

■=g I 

38 (The vidyA of the True treated of in a later passage 
is' t/7e same as (that in an earlier passage,) because '’^tlie 
Tiite Sc (are recognised as the same) 

The text of the Vdjasaneyins after imparting the know- 
ledge of the True by the words “He who knows this great 
glorious First-born as the true Brahman” (Bn V 4 1), 
goes on to declare, “Now, that which is that True, the 
same is the Aditya , the same is the Person (that dwells 
m that orb , the same is the Person) in the right eye” 
(Bn V 5 2) Here we are to know that the same 
vidya of the True that is taught m the earlier passage is 
taught again m the later passage Because the words 
the True etc ”, which are treated of m the earlier passage, 
are recognised m the later passage as the same 
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Ut ^•nn«nir 

j q^H ) Tfrt B^*g f*lrr -WfaH **il^ 

nrfuT^ietkrHHiH f i cj^H ) T^nP* i irer 

< <j 1?^ mhK trnn *iH ftiiminr rtt^ o 
nc h ^pj tfO ( tum ) I ‘^miP' 9^«i*iiP’ 
I tfipj tT»Tni T^cniPi 

mi “«» q in ifpra tfii vi »mvini ^ 

Wfi? ffi irW^ wi^i mnvjrti 
‘mnirfipr VI WOT WW ^mn ^ 

'rtT^C. Iimif ^ ffp? Hnil*»i'' Wtn^ iffl VfTrt 

vnrt mrti 


39 Ucstres and other quitlfttfs {of ihe ScU mentioned 
ttj different pmsages haitj to b« combined) both there 
and here on account of (numcrou# common chamctcna 
tics fucb os) abode etc 

In the ChhAndogya Upamahad *^ III I 1 ) we ha\e 
the pnwfie ‘There In that city of Brahmin u nn abode 
I the Email lotua and m it flffatn there is the small inner 
AWti followed later on by the pnwi(je ‘That is the Self 
free from iln free from decay free from death free from grief 
free from hunger and thirst bis deslresaro true his imagina 
dons are true (C/i/i VIII 7 1) &c. Again in the text 
of the ViJasane>In»» uo find *^He is that great unborn 
Self whose essence is knowledge He abides In that 
Alcisa within the heart in the midst of the prinas. He is 



the ruler of all,” (B; i IV. 4 22) “Desires etc” in the 
Sutra means “true desires etc ” The attributes such as 
“‘having true desires”, etc , which are predicated about the 
Akilsa within the heart in the Chhdndogya are to be 
combined “in the other passage” i e , in the passage “He 
that IS the great unborn Self” etc , of the V.ljasaneyins 
■\nd again, attributes such as “the ruler of all” etc , men- 
tioned by the V.ijasaneyins are to be combined “there”, 
/ e , m the passage in the ChJidndogya “That is the Self, 
free from sm” etc Why so ? “On account of the abode 
■etc ”, i c , because common to both there are a number of 
characteristics, such as, the heart being an ‘abode’, the 
Lord being the object of knowledge, and also the Lord 
being described as a bank which prevents the worlds from 
getting confused together by losing their identities, and 
so on 
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40 (The Primlgnihotm enjoined on a householder 
TTfaile talcing food) i5 not to be omitted (even when he 
happens not to taie any food) on account 6/ tins great 
importance (attached t6 the Prini^ihotra in a Jibila 
passage) 

The Pfimipaksha In connection with the Vaisvi 
naravidya the Chh&ndogya has this passage. Therefore 
the food that has come first is to be considered as hoina 
The oblation which ho (the consumer of the food) thus 
offers first, he should offer with the words Pniniya 
SvfliA 1 {Chh V 21 l) Afterwords the te^t enjoms 
five several oblations to the pranas To these oblations 
later on the term ^gnihotra is apphed m these two 
pa^^ges — He who knowing this in this way offers the 
■\gnihotra oblation (Chh V 24 2 and Just as hungry 
children on earth wait upon their mother simiJorly all 
beipgs wait upon the \gnihotra {Chh V 24 4) Here 
the doubt onses whether when no food is token the 
Prlnignlhotra is to bo omitted or not The Pilrvapapak 
^ says, ‘There should be no omission Why so ? On 
5iccotmt of the importance attached to it In connection 
with the same Voisvinaravidyi, we have the following 
JAbila passage He (t e the householder) should take 
hifl meal before the guests have theirs Otherwise it 
would appear as if the householder without having first 
offered his oWn Agnihotra oblation was offering that of 
mother So much importance is attached by this passage 
to the PrdnAgnihotra that (contrary to enstom) it objects 
to the guests having their meals first and enjoins that the 
householder should eat before them 
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aw ft^Pnq5[Ji.l ‘Hqfig^’ ^51^ ■'Wd' TTCIIft, 
iR<il4(^fdcnfT qnnf^Clt( 1 ‘ci^q'^'iic^’ 

qqndRisq^ ( 0?r ULi^^U ) ?Pl rg^WiPl^Pulci-^T’Cidjl^r 

41 (The Pranagnihotra should be performed) loheii the 
eatui'^ IS actually iaktiiii place and with that '? c , with 
the victuals first presented) , because the text declaics 
thus 

The SutraLlra’s view is that the PrAnagnihotra should 
be performed “when the eating is actually taking place”, 
and “with that” i e , with the victuals first presented 
“Because the te\t declares thus,” i e , because the 
passage “Therefore the food that has come first is to be 
considered as homa” <Chk V 2\ 1) refers to the 
presentation of victuals as something already accom- 
plished, and consequently makes out the Priindgnihotra 
'not as an end in itself, but) as dependent on something 
(the taking of food) which has another object (the 
satisfaction of hunger) 
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Prifr^ifn T ^inPr widg (^*^^l•^l n^ir iw ft ^Pltjawf^ 
(fHHH )tftl <P5II { ?^ft ^Hfq^"r tp^ ) ^ 
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42, Scnpiiiral asscritoiiadonot make oui (the vtdytts) 
lo be contlatil as seen (in scnphiral texts) But they 
have different /mils — removal of hindrances 

Certain \Idyd5 In the Upanishftds are made to depend 
on nriiiar sacnficiaJ acts, e c the first >ndyi of the 
Chhindogya Upanishad mtrodaced by the Tvords ‘The 
syllable Om U to be meditated upon as Udgltha (I 1 1) 
Do these vidyiU constitute a constant and essential element 
of the sacrifice, or ore they Boparablo and non essential ? 
On this point the Siltra saj'S, Scriptural assertions do not 
fluke them out to be constant i e the scriptural state 
ments about the nature of such sacrificial functions as the 
odgftha etc. are not to be permanently connected with the 
sacrifices. Because this is seen t e because scripture 
declares ihat such functions are not constant elements, e g 
in this passage r\hicb occurs in I 1 10 — *Tbereforo he 
irho knows ih»!< and bo who knows not both perform the 
sacrifice ‘The^ have different fruits,— the reinoval of 
hindrances t e the vidyAs dependent on such minor func 
tions have fruits of their own different from those of the 
sacnfica itself vir. romovnl of hindrances to the attain 
ment of the object of the sacnfico i e a certain additional 
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success, as in the passage, “The sacrifice performed with 
knowledge, faith and the Upanishad is more powerful ” 
{Chh I 1 10) 

I rT<S5m?T I 

8^1 'sFri 'q<? 

Hi*u -^a q|ij’ I dji'elJsT 
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'«i'i'?iRci , cim ( iTF 81919 ) 'iHiiHii i 

^ yai<4 , f% SfT l*ll +idcir?^ 'del ^ I 

f%^l’n , — gti^h rrg =ii^ni<y'^i 'ifd I l 
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rr^vl^ '*1®1 ctT^l^t^Sfcr 

43 VAyu and PrAna, are here to be considered different) 
as in the case of the offerings This has been shown (in 
the Purvaniiindmsd), 

In the passage of the Vajasaneyms which begins with 
the words “The Voice decided, I will speak” (Bu I 5 2l) 
Pr^na p specified as the best among the bodily organs, 
viz», Speech etc , and Vjlyu is specified as the best among 
the Devas, viz , Agni etc Again, m the Chhdndogya 
Upanishad, in the passage “VAyu indeed is the engulfer” 
(IV. 3 l), Vilyu IS specified as the engulfer of all Devas, 
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»Ic1 I ^5 ’ — ^*l f^'MFrJM^fs'i'l' 

\icl ^rl'T^t ifcl ? 

<Fc1 Vltjl 

— “cT35ff[ ^icilf^ ♦1'ltFi tl'Si'?F4Fpf1 ^ ?if?F ’' 

“clR ■icll»}^r=^5 

H'F^lcfl'-F'Fiir'l I ‘clf{ t%’ “qtn\iF ” 1 ‘<1cj^ '^Ih' 

^fiTr*1'lI '^'^4t+1l«lt(l*l, 1 

4+ (The bright mental fires mentioned m the Agnira- 
has}a of the Vajasaneyins are mere vidyds, and separate 
from the sacrifices , iecn-i/scj fhetc ate nunieious indica- 
tions (in scriptural passages that they are so) That (/ e , 
an indicatory passage) has greatci foicc (than the general 
subject matter) This too (has been explained m the Piina- 
mimdmsd) 

A passage about the sensorium is found in tlie Agniia- 
hasya of the V.'ijasaneyins m the Briihmana y,hicli begin'; 
ivitli the word'; “This nas not ex’stent in the beginning ”” 
The passage runs thus , “it (the sensorium) say 36,000 
bright fires of its oyn, composed of manas built out of 
nianas Then the passage goes on to mention se\ era! 
(figurati\e) fires, different from the actually lighted fires. 
Now the question is. Are these fires built out of manas etc , 
to be considered as connected with the sacrificial act {viz , 
actualb building a fire-altar with bricks), and so supple- 
mental y to it ^ Or, are they to be considered as separate 
from the sacrificial act, and constituting a mere vidya ’ Tlie 
Sutra say=-, they are separate, “Because there are numerous 
indications'’ m the texts of that Brdhmana confirming the 
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character of these fires OS mere Mdyiis t. f; , Whate\'er 
thouffhts these beinjfs thmk in their minds — they go to form 
those same (mind built fires) and For one who kno\VB 
this, oli beings are nJwajs building up their fires (by their 
thoughts) evTo V. hen ho himself sleeps and similar other 
passages. And that / e., an indicatory passage has 
greater force than the geneml subject matter This too 
has been explained in the Pur\’amfmdm6Jt 


«S. I iflf[ wtiq^ Htitjl 1 

III n Wt 5* Hn^r ’yH ^nni Tfn i 

▼tni nfinr ^ 'rt 

WPI. *T I firei 

^ up I imi si'inuaurrs^-ur^l 

♦tJlRvi *TT^mfn ^ Payw^i'Hia gw 

gwr^ gft SVK gfq fasihHu I 

45 (The mental fire Is) a particular form of the pre 
ceding fire because a/ the general subject matter (This 
fire, too is) an act like the mental (acts of certain Soma 
sacrifices) 

The Pdrvapaksha. It is not reasonable to say that 
these (mental) fires are unconnected with the sacnfico. 

Because of the general subject matter which is an actual 
fire, we consider this too to bo a particular form of the 
preceding one the instruction here being about aparticnlar 
™odo of the sacrificial fire itself and not unconnected with 
it. It is ”an act, like the mental acts etc. i.e these fires. 



I 

though built of thought, arc, on account of the subject 
matter, to be taken as part of the sacrificial act Just as 
in a particular Soma-sacnfice lasting 12 days, in which the 
earth is \ lewed as the cup and the sea as Soma, all the 
acts such as taking the cup etc , though performed in ^ 
thought onlj , are considered to be parts of the sacrificial 
oct, because the subject-matter is sacrifice, so also in the 
present case are the thought-fires to be considered as parts 
of the sacrificial act 

8^ 1 I 

<yici«lfe I im-rlrl I 

46 (The same thing IS pro\ ed) ///; ///c; by the exten- 
sion of injunctions 

(The Purvapaksha continued) That these fires too are 
part of the sacrificial act is proved further by the extension 
of scriptural injunctions to them Bj' extending the 
injunctions relating to the preceding brick-built fires, Avhich 
are parts of sacrificial act, to these fires, scripture indicates 
that these too are parts of such acts Extension of 
injunctions is possible only where there is similarity of 
characteristics 
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47 But rMtly (these fires constitute) a %nd>Ti/or Htcrc 
IS scriptural assertion to that effect 

The SiitrakAni 8 \ie\r Tlie word but discards tho 
Pilr\apaksha. These mind budt fires etc, are independent 
and of the character of \ idj-ds, and ore not parts of sacn 
fiaal acts, os senpture itself declnros them to bo such in 
these pri'iCTpes, — ‘These are rea31> built of Mdyil and For 
one who knor'.'s these ore really built of vidy* 

8= I I 

|C I tm?! 1*TT tm. 9<’aH\ 

rti ^ I 

48. And because (indicatory marks of that) arc also 
feen (in the senpturos) 

Indicatory marks about tho indepondonco of these fires 
are also to be seen m the senptures, as shown already In 
the 44th Sfttra by the words because there are numorons 
indications” 
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49 (The weakness of unaided indicatory marks) does 
not constitute a 1 efutation (of our position) , because 
scnptiii al declaration etc have gt eater foice 

The following objection may be urged When there 
is no other (t e , corroborative) reason, a mere indicatory 
mark fails to prove anything , hence, that being rejected, 
the force of the subject matter ought to prevail , and the 
mental fires are thus proved to be parts of sacrificial acts 
To this we reply “The weakness of unaided indicatory 
marks does not constitute a refutation” of our position , 
i e , it would be unreasonable to assume, on the strength of 
the general subject matter only, that the mental fires are 
parts of sacrificial acts, and to oppose the i lew that they 
are independent “Because scriptural declaration etc have 
greater force", t e because direct scriptural declaration and 
indirect scriptural indication have greater force than the 
general subject matter 
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50 (The mind huili firc^ etc arc mdepcnJcni of vicri 
ficuU acts for another rr-v^on loo n*) 6vt.rtffif of th 
coflncrtion (dcchrcJ in same levis of actual “icnfiaal acts 
■uith mcnla! actl\ itlc^l <%nJ for of/icr rcftjo'j* (ts m th>, 
<asi of iUt sef^rat «<*!* ^ccr/am o//»cr off nuf*s Tins 
IS Stitt (la another ca <) ftlso and it hos ilninly be n 
■cj^/din J (in the P&r\-amlmAmsl) 

ha\o to assume the mUepctidcnce of the mind 
hudt fires etc di»reg~ir»lmK the Rcncral fiubjec matter for 
■another reason nl«o vje. tlmi there are lexis which 
[instead of makinjt the mental ncliMiies dependent on 
QcTifiaai acts nctuallj do the rcsersc t e^l connect the 
very sacrificial functions with actiMiics of the mind etc 
thus — By the mind onlj are they (the fires etc^) to be 
■supported bj ihe mind onI> are they to be built b> the 
^>nd only are theftacrificinl cup« taken by the mind do (the 
praise by tho mind do the (hotns) recite All 
that is done at the sacrifice all sacnficiaJ nets whatsoever 
•ore dona by the mind are done os consisting of the mind 
are done on the fire altars made of mind and bnilt with 
etc. On account of such connection and other 
reasons it follows that the mind built fires etCi are 
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independent Among the “other reasons” the extension of 
injunctions etc , too, should be included as far as possible , 
and we have already seen that direct scriptural declaration, 
etc (Shtra 49) are other reasons m our favour Thus, 
by virtue of the connection described above, and the other 
reasons adduced previously, the independence of the mind- 
built fires etc is firmly established “As in the case of the 
separateness of certain other cognitions” Certain other 
cognitions, e g the S^^ndilyavidy^ etc , though connected 
with their respective sacrificial acts, are yet separate from 
these sacrificial acts and from other cognitions, and are 
independent The same is the case here This (viz 
independence of the general subject matter) is seen in 
another case also The offering named Aveshti which 
occurs in the scripture under the subject-head RAjasiiya, 
IS seen to be raised above that heading The reason for 
such superiority is that the Aveshti is connected with all 
the three higher castes, while the R^jasfiya can be per- 
formed by Kshatnyas only “This has already been ex- 
plained” in the Purvdmfmdmsd, 
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51 Sof r en from tim$!artt^ (c:in iho mcntnl firc^ Ik* 
prmed to bo pvt^ of the wcnficc I rom fcr>plur\l oh er 
UtiOQ (the oppoMie cooclu ton i« rcachcO) Jutl ll\ o 
Ihiofs, each of i hicli is cornpareJ to' t/c/T//i (do not lv*corre 
nidrtrcaJ) norJtxs o trorW (comparn! to Tirr) acli>nU\ 
become (Ore) 

Thi< Sutrv rephes to the l’ur'tpak«hA firRumerit Imvtl 
OQ the umiUnt) to the menlnl cop (Sntra H5' Not cito 
from their suribntN to the mental cup can the mind built 
firei be coflctis cJ to l»e pArt*v of the Mcr>ficial net rroTr 
scriptural ob ervation i < from both direct scriplunl 
dediniion and imlirc't fcnptuml mdication the mental 
fires are obscTNcd to fulfil cerftin purpo^i of men onl\ 
(and not the purpcKcs of nn> ‘^nficial action ' Afnm 
It >s jmpo' ible tlial a thmp Khould not re^^rmblt 
an) other thintj in Krnic rc'fpect or other >et this does not 
preaent the Ihinp from hasinir Ruch difTerences from nil 
other thiBgR as constitute Us lndi\iduahlj As in the cn<e 
of death the mrlds do not become identical In the two 
pastagei ‘The same is indeed Death t\ho is the Person 
in that orb (Satapatha Brabmona V 5 2 3 ) and Agni 
indeed is Death (Taitlriya Samhita \ 1 10 3) the 
'vord death is applied equally to Agni and to the Person 
la the sun but this docs not pro\o that the Uro arc abso 
lotely Identical \ffnin toko the passage "That (hcsivcnU) 
world is indeed Agni O Gotama the sun is its fuel (Cfifu 



® [ (4(iV4: 

V 4 1'. Here, froTi the siniiJanty in having fuel etc, ,it 
cannot be proved that the world has actually become Agni 
So also in the present case 

*1,^1 “'41tl Sl«l w^lsraf^” 
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52 Subsequently also (m the same scriptural passage) 
the text ts of that kind The connection (with sacnfice), 
howevei i ts due to the multiplicity ( of details) 

“Subsequently also”, t e ,\n the very ne\t Brd,hmana 
beginning with the words “That world, indeed, is this fire 
that has been built”, it is to be noticed that the drift of “the 
-text IS of that kind” t e the text enjoins a mere vidyd (and 
not a sacrificial act) “The connection, however, is due to 
the multiplicity” t e the reason why this vidyd. (of the 
mind-built fires^ is connected m the text with the sacrificial 
fire IS that several elements of the actual fire have to be 
(by imagination) combined with the vidyi, and not that the 
vidyc4 itself is a part of the sacrificial act From all this 
it IS proved that the mmd-built fires etc , are of the nature 
of a Yidyil only 

I -illcflJT: 3M4)^ VjNld 1 
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33 So»ntf (nwinlnin thft identity} o/ the st.1/ (with thcr 
bod>) because of its apf^arattce t*//ro the hotly exists 
In the pre^nt MClion it will bo proved tint the mII 
exist* even without the Ixxlj fo that its Inbihtj to liondnffc 
rrod rdeiso ma) be established home xie the Lokri 
jatikas hold the non-difTcronco of the self from the Uxl> 
The rca«on tliej adduce is this — Uecauso of its appear 
ftnee when the bod) exists, # e because consciousoess 
aod other attributes of the self appear onl) when the bod>" 
exists and dlaappenr when the bod> ceases to exist Ajr\jn<it 
this position the next Sutm pn5\*es the existence of the Self 
apart from the bod\ 


K I n tj tpTT; an fani aimn ifh 

af xpn^TPtMffan^^* an m n^i^- 

^ •iniswiinl ’iiw'iw n nafri i es«Iira7t, awr 

'ra waew irt bw h»r M<rqt^ 

I tta^*r<Tran affl ^i»<n 

a vaw f 

^ Not $0 (there is) difference (between the self and 
the bod)) 6cea//sc (e\Bn) tu the existence of that (the 
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body) (there may be) non c\n:lcnce (of the self) , as in the 
case of pC) ceplion 

It IS not correct to sav tliat the self is identical 'vvith the 
body On the other hand, “di/Terence” between the tuo is 
the reasonable conclusion “Because even in the existence 
of the body there may be non existence” , e in the state 
of death, even though the body exists, consciousness, 
memory and the other functions of self do not manifest 
themselves “ \s in the case of perception ,” i c on the 
same grounds on which the custence of perception 'of 
material objects and material products) is admitted, the 
dtiferencu of such perception from the material objects has 
also to be admitted To us perception is of the very essence 
of the self, therefore the self’s distinction from the body is 
e\ident, and so is its eternahty because of the identity of 
perception (in spite of the variability of its objects^ 


^ la. I ’j'rimi i n?inUT i 

(51 ?UlO> “'^155 

( ’Jl I If3jj I 

) ?,lcl vg+u<in Urtjgi Ss iclclfT ’ 

»u<«fRi5g Ril^cii i ^ V(q<j 'nggt 
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55 But (the injuncllonsabout\ndy4s, though) co«n«:/eJ 
■wtUi (vonous) tiumb n (of sacnfiaol acts are) tiot 
(restncted) to the particiitar sdkhds of each V^Ja 

The topic madenlally taken up ended in the la^t Sutra. 
AVe now return to the proper matter under discussion 
\oticc these texts — “One should meditate on the syllabic. 
Om cs the udgfiha (Chh 111) One should meditate on 
the fi\e Sdrnans in the fi\e t\orld (Chh II 2 l) Ulrtha 
UHha 1 1 / c», Siman h>'mnB) people often cr> But the 
same IS the Uktho, which is (aJsoi the earth (Aitareya 
Aranyakrt 11 12 1) That world is indeed this fire 

which has been built fSa/<r^//irT BrAJnnana \ 5 4 1) 
These scriptural injunctions aro connected with sTxnoui- 
■nembers of sacnficial acts such ns the ndgftha, etc and 
are to be found in different sikbis of each Veda. Nov 
a doubt arises, whether these injunctions nboot vidyis relate 
to the udffftha etc. os occurring m one particular sSkhJf 
or as ocrcumng in all sakhos ? The Sulm says, In each 
Veda these injunctions ore not restricted to their 
particular sAkhds only but apply to Ml the sAkhds. 

'i.V » \ 

HI ‘fTxjftJJu ^ srw ftfhr i 

Tj^ j-xinl ^ ^ 

cm ^ ^rft’ 1 

56 Or there ts no contradiction as in the case of 


mantras etc 



“Or” (consider the subject m this way ) “No contradic- 
tion” need be feared “As in the case of mantras etc 
We have seen that mantras, sacrificial acts, and their 
qualities taught in one sakh^ have to be taken over b)^ 
other s^khds Similarly m the case of the vidy^s 

y.'S I I 

’i'J) I ” ( ^ y,IUlO 

^ -ytlcl I 'iiFi 

^frr % 'eel ? ciPl 'nfiT'lieid, 

‘tjjg’ ‘5q|t4*v^ ’ 

ftdfiilcr I ^ 'i(c(tMdmieii»ii urti'n+t. I diiit 

'hgg ^l+iw'^T wd 'i'<i RldT^ci, ^ 

'*i(m Hdl^l *T '«llq gWff I 

57 (The texts declare) the supeiio) ity (of the aggregate) 
as in the case of sacufices For soiptuie shov:;s this 

In the story beginning rvith “Prdchinasala, the son of 
Upamanyu,” (Chh VI 1) meditations on Vaisvdnara both 
m parts and as a whole are enjoined A question here 
arises, whether Vaisvilnara should be meditated upon both 
in parts and as a whole, or as a whole only ? The Shtra 
replies The text seeks to declare “the superiority” of the 
“aggregate” re, of the meditation on VaisvAnara as a 
whole constituted of several things , and not to enjoin 
each of the special meditations on the several parts of 
Vaisvanara “As in the case of sacrifices ” As m sacri- 
fices, e g., the DarsapurnamAsd, the texts aim at enjoining 
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onI> a single thing vir*, the entire sacnfice which consists 
of the main sacrificial action along with Its parts but do 
not seek to enjoin in addition the performance of the 
M\eril parts, such as the prayajas nor again do the) 
seek to enjoin the performance of the chief action ntong 
with each single part so here 
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53 The Md)'<s may be ranoiii because textual 
irorrfi ete^ differ amongu tfientselces 

It IS quite possible for the Mdyis to be separate even 
Vihen the object of cognition is one and the same. Because 
textual words etc differ amongst themseU-es i e the 
words of the Vedic texts often differ such as. He knows 
One should meditate One should form resolutions'^ etc 
There are also A’aneties of qualities 

tL I I 

I' I exiHiisf «nisiM»i.^ioi»f n y+m i 

gtr ^Hi*«lPisvuinif\«v^*t. 

^ <ji^iq_iitt ^Hi^fssU 1 ’gftfire 

mi,|»wiirH sfil I 
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59' Option (amongst the -various meditations enjoined, 
IS allowed) , because there is'uo dtstiiiciion in the print 

Of the various meditations enjoined m the Vedic texts, 
it is meant that the seeker after Brahmavidyd may have 
option to choose one according to his liking and to peiform 
it , and not that he is to perform them all cumulatively 
“Because there is no distinction in fruit” i e , the fruit of 
all of them, without distinction is the direct ynsiop of the 
object of meditation (the Lord) When the direct vision 
of the object of meditation has been attained through one 
mhditation, a second one is unnecessary Hence, out of 
the different meditations which have one and the same 
fruit, the worshipper should select one, and stick to it, 
until by direct vision of the object of meditation he has 
attained success 
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60 But (meditations' aiming the fuJfihnent of some 
■dei>u e may ot may not be cumulated, accqidmg to one's 
Jiking , because the leason stated in the preceding Sutia 
is absent (m their case' 
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He >Tho lhu«; knowi \i>u to be thci ytunp one of the 
jinficrs of the hon on hi< nc\<*r to netp for hi« son 
^Chli in 15 2, lie Viho mcJiintwon Name Urahmnn 
ntlnms the potrer to rcnch nt tvill till places to which N'une 
rcA«*he<, (Chh \II \ 5) — ftod ».imllar other 
onstiiulmt: \ ids'is r ho«ie aim lA the fdlnlmcnt of wwldly 
IfiirM ma> or ma> not he cumutnteil h> the worshipper 
nt hiB t ill for the reason ret forth m the preoetlinp Siltip, 
namely ibai ihc iJentit) of is ab rn» in ihcir case 
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61 (The copniiions connected) \rith meii/frer* ^of 
tcacrifidn] acts ore to be comb oedl as their sources 

This and the three followinp tillns represent the opinion 
of the P/in-apaksha. \rc those cognitions which rest on 
certain pann of sacrificial actions taught in the three 
Vedas (o be combined or have wo any option vcith regard 
to them ? To this question the reply of the Pfirv’apakrJia K 
As their soorces,” i e os the sources of those cognitions, 
vlt. the stotras etc*, ore to be combined for the perfor 
nrmte of the sacrifices, so arc the cognitions, too to be 
cOfnbhied 
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62 Also because (the stotras etc , and the vidj^^s 
which have their source in them are equally) taught (in 
the Vedas) 

Also because of the teaching, i e , equivalence of Vedic 
injunction, it is to be inferred that the vidyiis are to be 
treated just like their sources Just as the sources, ^vtz , 
the stotras etc , are taught in the three Vedas, so also are 
the cognitions that rest on them That is to say the 
members of the sacrificial act and the cognitions occurring 
therein are on exactly the same footing 

1 I 
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63 The same conclusion follows from i ectificatiou. 
The combination of the vidyds taught in all the Vedas 

follows also from the rectification of slips mentioned in this 
passage of the Chhdndogya Upanishad “When he knows 
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the identity of the Pnuiat’a tuid the UdglthOi he (i t the 
UdgAtA) IS able to rectify any error committed In hia 
ing e\en from the seat of the Hotn (15 5) The pnwne 
means that such la the power of knowledge of the identity 
of thePnmava and the Udgftha, that the UdgAti \s able to 
set nght any error he may ha\e committed in his own 
functions by means of the functions pertaining to 
the Hotn Now the relation between two ihntgt (the 
Prana\*a and the Udgftha) mentioned m different 
Vedaa is on the same footing os the relation between 
tro ritfjffi mentioned m different Vedas This suggests 
the conclusion that the cognitions occurnng m the 
different Vedas are also to be combined 

itj I 1 
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64 And because scnpiun. dedans that the titborJi 
nate clcirtents q/ sacrifices are common to all P\.rform 
antes 

Scnptunil pa«tsAge 3 which direct the perfonnanco of 
saenfiaal acts, and deal with all their members, declare 
that the Udgftha and other subordinate elements of sacn 
bees ore common to all performances Hence as the 
sources go together wo conclude that the vidyis also go 
together 
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(■>5, ( I'lie nicdittition-- a'-c rathci ;7o/ (to lia cotnbiiiecl . 

(T^ SCI ipfni L doa not explicitly dtclai c then going iogc- 
thcf 

The \\ Olds “rather not” discard liie J^urNapahsha posi- 
tion It IS not reasonable to sa\ that the treatment of the 
meditations is to be the same as that of their sources h\ 
so ^ “Because scripture docs not declare it ” Scripture 
indeed exphcitlv declares the going together of stotras and 
other members of sacrifices as enjoined in the three ^’’edas , 
but does not declare the going together of the meditation'=- 


1 

ii I ^ ^ t 

qjfcqc^IsfVK^grfl’’ ( tEI 81^01^0 ) I 
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66 And because sciipfiiie shoit's (that the medita- 
tions do not go together) 

Scripture also shows that the cognitions do not go to- 
gether, e g , “a Brahma priest who knows this protects the 
sacrifice, the sacnficer, and all the priests” (Clih IV 
17 10) If all the cognitions were combined, all the priests 
v’ould know all of them , and the protection extended by a 
knowing Brahmil priest over others would not be mention- 
ed Hence the conclusion is that the meditations may br 
combined or omitted according to one’s choice. 
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1 1 «iq Vt^rTTfi*! Nwni*( ^ 

iT i ptyn Tn ^ ^ni»n>rt tffl <?tnlBHi'i 
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K^ (TfT tf! t 5 n'^*t wi V; M^rn ( »j»y ^t^ii ) tfe 

*/«tll^l 44 «i '^fc ftcTOc i 

I The objict of man t !ifo \^ ticctnnpliBhed) Ihroogh 
It (i e knowledge of ScU) Thus (declares) Bidor^xana 
oif the feaiii of $cnf>iurt 

The question under discussion In the present section is 
whether the knowledge of Self taught In the Upanlahad'i 
IS merely an accessory to sacrifice entering into its perform 
nnee through the Instrumentality of n qualified picrformer 
or it it an Independent rtieans for accomplishing the 
highest end of man ? The discustion begins with the 
statement of the SiitraWras view Through it {i e 
knowledge of SelO the highest end of man Is accomplished 
Thus says the teacher DAdari\'nna» On what ground ?- — 
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"“On the basis of scripture,” because the passage “Verily 
he who knows the Supreme Brahman becomes Brahman 
in truth” {Mund III 2 9), and such other texts declare 
that knowledge alone is sufficient for the accomplishment 

t 

of the highest end of man 
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2 As (the Self is) a suboidinate part (of the sacrifi- 
cial action, Vedic statements about the fruits of the know- 
ledge of the Self arc mete arthavddas, as tn other cases 
Thus Jaimint thinks 

[The Pfirvapaksha 2-7] By virtue of its being the 
agent (m sacrifice) the self “participates in”, t e becomes 
a member of, the sacrificial action , hence the knowledge 
of the Self also, through the object of knowledge, is con- 
nected with such action , and consequently, as the purpose 
of such knowledge is already evident, the Vedic statements 
about the fruit of that knowledge are “merely arthavAdas” 
i e minor statements about objects “As in other cases” 
This means that in other scriptural passages about mate- 
rials, samskdras, and actions, the statements about fruits, 
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c g He Tvhose ‘yicrifjclal xca^l Is made of pnraatV.ood 
ne\cr hcan; an> evil ^loka and on arc mere artha\’Ada3 
nonI'«Dhere ‘Thus jalmml thinks 

e 
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3 And becftiiae icnpiiirc r%.fircscnia (Brahmav'idios 
also os^ pcr/ornung mcnfictal <7c/JOnit 

In the scripture Tanaka LddAlakn and others v.ho 
know nrahmon ore represented ns performinff saenfiaaJ 
actions alon^ with the cultuntion of the knowledffe of the 
Self Hence the condusiot^ It that the highest end of man 
cannot be fulfilled by mere knowledge. 

« I I 

* I “OT es ftrnn ^ft(h >1101 n^ ?l 4 sn< wwlh 

(sMun nvh fironir s^it, ^ •snm ntrmn 

T siv4nw»t • 

4 And bcennse acrlptnre dtri,cil^ dedarct xt 

There Is a paasagre vit When q man doea something, 
with knowledge, faith and Upanishad that becomes 
comparatively more poworfnl*^ *Chh 1 1 lO) ThU pas 
sage directly declares that knowledge Is a mere aoxlliary 
to action Hence knowledge alone cannot fulfil the highest 
end of man 
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H I “ci ^fT^^trir^t" ( 3t; siai^ ) o f^^i- 

5 A//./ /;ocrr//sc (a passage declares that knowledge- 

and world togolJtci follow (the departed spirit) 

In Bn IV 4 2 we hare this passage “Him the 
person who departs this life), his knorvledge and his work 
both follow” As know ledge and work thus go together^ 
It follows that knowledge i*? not independent 
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6 And because ptecepts (for the performance of 
sacrifices) are to be found m the scripture /oi o;?c who 
possesses it 

In (Chh VIII 15, and in other scriptural passages w & 
find “precepts” for the performance of sacrificial actions 
given to “one who possesses it” 7 e a complete knowdedge 
of the purport of the Vedas Hence, evidently, knowledge 
does not mdependentlv produce any fruit 
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7 Atid b cnu^c (Lnniia ha^ been definilel>) ftret 
cnb^d 

One fJioi Id \\i It to li\*c a hundred \ears here sureK In 
jterfoTTmnp dutie ili^ot^mthad d) I rom the foci thni 
karma Imfi b en dertnUeI> prcscnbcd here and in ^imlhr 
pa pages it is clear that \k 1 vtI is ilujiplemftnlars to karma 


c I g 3i<;<iy iJtrt'i siUl > 

C| ‘q I irqvJt ffir 

»Pl «9nn. t— *nn 

^1 fc*i I mr iffl 

fq h<^*s trq trtn firefa i 

^Itpsr naim 

8 <Ti //lere I* ins/r«c//o/j (in the \ edunta) about 

the additional One (the Lord) BddfTnJ^ff/m 1 1 inr rc»na;//i 
unaltend because scripture declares it 

The rmrd but sots aside the PAraaipaksha view The 
\ie\v sot fortli in Shtra 2 which sa>n that the fruits of 
\id>4fare mere artha\aulns tho self being a subordinate- 
part of tho sacrifice cannot bo maintained WTiy so ? 
Because there is instruction in the \ed£nta about an 
additional one o\‘er and above the embodied Self, 
becase the % edintas^eacb not only aboat the self of indiv i 
duais but also about the non trontmigmUng fsvora. Hence 
Bidordyona s view vtz», that the object of man s life is 
accoroplisbed through tho knowledge of the Self (Sdtra 1^ 









’^‘remains unaltered”, i e , uncontroverted “Because scrip- 
ture declares it”, le, because the A^edilntas teach about 
the Highest Lord, devoid of body 


f%<yw( I <tenf% ^f^T. ‘Vu^ ^ ° 

^ I UrI ^ r “ucl t tTJT|f*lH fIRrtI fllW'Uf 

iy56(<(j|i<|ry ftl■^^<!J|^/l^y oUrtlNIiiJ ^vRl” ( S ia. ) 

■sfri gs^iciliysii I 

9 Scnptiiie lepieseiit (the same thing) equally (lu 
the contrary case) 

In Sutra 3 it was said that as scripture represents the 
performance of actions, therefore vidyA is supplementary to 
sacrifice We say that scripture equally represents the per- 
formance of actions where vidyA is evidently not a supple- 
ment of the sacrifice Compare scriptural passages like 
the following —“The tisliis of the line of Kavasha, having 
attained this knowledge, said, “Why should we study the 
Vedas any longer ? Why should we perform sacrifices any 
more i* Indeed, when the ancient sages attained this 
knowledge, they ceased from performing the Agnihotra ” 
And, “The knowers of Brahman, when they have known 
this Self, rise above the desires for sons, wealth, and worlds , 
'they then adopt the lives of mendicants” {Bn III 5) 
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I “bh ' ll ftirni ’rflTn" tfil <CT1 ^ i BraruVl 
fciffi ffinifiniifKimNT»^ I ffimr ^ 

y •! \tm ) I 


10 (The ^*ord %jd)'d in the quoted is) tiol 

used in a tinix'cnnl stnt^ 

In Stitra 4 the ecnptural passafpi When a man does 
"omethinff vrilh knonledfie ctc^ wtis quoted Hut the 
nxird Nddj’i in that pissafjc is not of unucrsal application 
It does not refer to <r// Wd)*i» os It is connected only with 
that Mdyi which forms the snbject matter there namely 
the Ldffithandj*4 tauffht In the passage The 8> liable Om 
le to bo meditated upon 05 the udffflha. (Chh III) 


n I ftwm Hfiqt I 

tt 1 wft ww d Otvifl'wdl tfir 

B^w?T— IsHiH WM trw I unsq. imt ^hmtq. fft tnt 

fTunr srt jirt h?i 

TW 1* 1 

11 (There 19 the sense oO dtttribittion (here) as tn 
the case of (giving) a hundred (to two) 

In Sdtro J it was said that Knowledge and work both 
follow” the departed spint Wo say that there is the 
«a9o of distribution here, os In the case of a hundred. 








When an order is given m such wdids asj/*Gi\^e a 'hundred 
to these two,” tlie hundred is distributed between the two, 
fitty being given to one, and fifty to' the other Simi- 
larly, the passage .means that knowledge follov/s one person 
and works follow another 


1 I 

Id In the passage referred to the expression “for one 
who possesses the Veda” is to be taken in the sense of^ “/o; 
one who has merely tead the Veda ” 

In Sutra 6 the concluding passage of the Chhdndoqya 
Upanishad (VIII 15 l) is quoted There, howexer, the 
text mentions ‘the reading’ of the Vedas only Hence we 
conclude that the ‘precept’ given therein for the ! perform- 
ance of sacrifices is meant for one xvho has merely read the 
Veda 


’Sfir '*)Rrl I I 

13. (The mantra quoted) does not go against us, 
because it is not specific 

't'he IVTantra One should wish to hxe here surely bv 
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r*cifciiT»nff tlu s trSich tt n***'^*'J iJr^nllfl) prciimh 

lOR Larnu^ rfcv** na! da •r^ificallj' for one r-ho 
aiialncd knonleJrr T^jftc no «pfc»aNMnr olautf 
r Snic\‘tr «n l\ lutr p e ciilx 1 

i { 

\t I •(jntli‘lHfni4i I 


til x^f^ ITFfl J > 

^«nt< n'c^Ji'rt 'c-3 fr"% ^ •t 
i*TK Ml^ f*C1»-»< 'i !«Ct ••C'l I 


M Of f> r fiitticn (fo p r/i>rm x-ifkl n m tnt for 
tb t'onu tfion c/ k lo-UJtf 

\flMh f intefpfewiton tint the text Onp should 
>ti hiolite hcTP V% p*nrnl< nwk^ fnlh th^ object oJ 
do ify»nc kn-rvlrJce Thr next clao'e W)** Work doe^ 
noi cliBff irt tonuo” Glon^icapon ol kno^Irdoc iv 
the object of thix the drift of \ bicb it —To n 

mao rdio hat ft txincj knowJoJee no t/mk t;i 1 I cIiiir cx-cn 
thootjh he thoulH perform vrorkn nil hix life — ^uch it the 
po-Ti^f of knot ledire 


X'i t 

u I *t1l ftt »l X-Min tWTf CTt FT nnm 

T^n 1 ^rr t fxtim 

15 Sotni rtgdin ^proceeded) accontinn to their xrill 
Some of those v'ho bad ftttalnetl knov'ledpe apain 



abandoned karma “of their own aviII,” as we find m 
Bu IV 4 22 Hence also it follows that knowledge is. 
not a mere supplement to action 

\ I 

* f I 

'* ^ 

« 

cRRi cm %ii Rf trn rT 

( ^181^8 , BIHU ) I 

16 A /id (scripture also speaks of) f/ie desfi iictioii (of 
the world and of all works by knowledge) 

Further, scripture describes the “destruction” of the 
whole phenomenal world, of which actions, agents, and 
fruits of action are constituent elements, by the power of 
knowledge, in passages such as ‘But when for him every' 
thing has become the Self, how and whom can he then see, 
how and what can he then smell” ^ {Bn II 4 14 
lY 5 15,) etc This also proves that vidy.l is independent 
of action 

I ^ri:^ ^ f% I 

I g dd llcfcsnpr 

^1^ 1 'dn+ii ?! tld 'RF?, — ‘1%’ nci‘ 

8i8i\^ ) I <T«iia ft-yidi I 

17 And (knowledge belongs) to those stages of life lit 
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vliich Dmhmiichnr^^ ii f>ret*nbtJ For* (»ach slnfrcs arc 
Jadlcalcd) m scnf^turt 

rorthcT, \ndji ntcnlioned in ctwnectlon with those 
life in which Urahmachorya Is the rule and In 
wch itAcct of life N'cdi^ wotks, stjch a< ARniholra etc^ ora 
not, paformed If it he objected that ttaj;ea of life In 
which Drnhmadiarja h prescribed arc not distinctly men 
lioncd in the \ edat, we reply that «uch siwca are tnffi 
aently lotficnlcd In Chh II 23 1 V 10 I ^Jund 
I 2. II Dn IV -I 2'* etc From this also follows the 
indepcf'dmce of knowledcc 


?ci miwJi Miyqcfn fr I 

V, H c* HusiM ( Cl > 

i*n'T ftK*T:7enffr r iH«if wiij^ian inc 

n% 1 I r? wfi? w hic^i 

»irnnwcrfrt 'Ven Cl ^ cuTutnnds^ T 

1 Bnt ifcirnfj PW't'j m ^ccfcfl ( nfn tut ) '^shivi i 

18 Accon/irtjj /ayuim/ni there ts mere mention (of 
the Brahnucharya stafie of life In the scriptural pnstipes) 
but there tt an absence cj injunction (in fastnir of such 
Stoues) On the contrary scripture forbids them 

AiXuiding to Jolmini the texts referred to by us as 
proving the existence of Dmhmacharya stages of life 
(the first of which vix^ Chh II 23 1 containi the 
words. There ore three branches of the law* ) arc "mere 



mentions" of such stages because m them there is “an 
absence of injunction,” i e , there are no words prescribing 
such stages of life “On the contrary, scripture forbids” 
such stages Direct scriptural statements are to be found 
which condemn the other (t e , the Brahmacharj^al way of 
life e g , “He who lets the sacrificial fire be extinguished is 
a killer of the servants of the devas ” “Having paid his 
honorarium to your preceptor (t e„ having returned home 
at the close of your studies, do not cut off the line of child- 
ren (i e, do marry and bring up a family)” (TaitU 
I 11), etc 

19 (According to) Bddarayana, (the brahmacharya 
way of life, too), is to he actually practised , because 
scripture places it on the same /oo^0^g (as the life of a 
householder) 

According to Bddardyana, the other stage of life, viz 
brahmacharya, is meant to be actually practised “Because 
scripture places it on the same footing ” In that passage 
which begins with the words “There are three branches 
of the law”, the brahmacharya way of life and the life of a 
householder are inculcated with equal force The reason- 
able conclusion iS that as the life of a house-holder enjoined 
in other passages, is mentioned here, so is the other stage 
of life, brahmacharya. 
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1 Wuii't I 

I •*»«^ I vr vJT*^ ctMVJi bii? i nr rti^r i 

'.»ii *T»i 

rTt ^er-ijr I I — n;fi ^“rr ( n t ) 

^qroTT^cii "fiV *\ n, n ^Hh 

^ Vx^Ti^rU tr* I -1 pl'ir i rn'cH n ^ tr^«ir,ni 

»T vcH»^ rr**^ •! ^•7(T»n*n f5i i n<n^ 

»1 n f«V trt t »n t 

Ttu;*' n ^*Tr-\i m 

ft ff»^ irn:T*m 

S'*‘»f\, am^vn 'tifV*n 

I nr\ tt Vt f^S vi ft 1 

20 /^H rt/Z^ma/icr f«/rf/*»Y/<t/ion jj iihnl the pwage 

iluir if memt to be) tnjunctory as i>j tlt( case of the 
carrying ^of firo wood) 

The pn ^e under discus ion if this — “There nrq three 
branchef of the Lnw The first consists of •aenfices sludj 
and qifts T^c second is the practice of nustcrilie^ TTic 
third consists of dn'cllin;? in the house of the preceptor 
and there liMnt; a life of celibacy to the end of one s days, 
continually raortif>ing the bod) All of these lead (0 the 
1 ^'Oild of the blessed. Hut he who is established in 
Brahman attains Immortality^ (Chh II 23 1) In the 
present Stitn D4dar4yana says that an nlternalKo inter 
pretation of this passage is tluit it contains a direct injunc 
tioa in fa\'our of the other (celibate) way of life and not a 
mere mention of it Now it may be said that the ossump 







’ tion that brahmacharya is a matter for injunction here 
would go against the unity of the sense of the whole 
passage Unity of sense demands here that the three 
branches of the 'law which have the worlds of the blessed 
for their result should be contrasted with establishment in 
Brahman which has immortality for its result We 
admit that this is true ' But yet m the present discussion 
we must set aside the consideration of the unity of sense 
of the passage, and give it our consideration only as 
containing an injunction (for celibacy ) Why so ? Because 
cehbacy is mentioned in it for the only time, and no other 
text is met with enjoining it This is similar to the case 
of the carrying of fire-wood [In the Mah^-pitri-yajna] 
the text says, “He should approach, carrying the fire-wood 
below (the sacrificial spoon containing the offering) , for 
above he carries it for the gods ” Now, m this passage, 
thb unity of sense is preserved if we consider it as only- 
mentioning the carrying of the fire wood below But yet 
we have to take it as enjoining also the carrying of the 
fire-wood above, because this particular injunction is not to 
be met with elsewhere This is explained in the Phrva- 
mim^msd, in the Chapter dealing with complements, in the 
Siitra “But it is an injunction in the case of the carrying 
(of fire-wood), because it is not enjoined an5^where else 
For a similar reason we hold that the present passage, which 
mentions the different stages of life, is also an injunctory 
passage 
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15^ tft H<Ila»'<*t '<irn»ii>ln 

^1 ««iif\^7 — cHrwi^ «5l»n^lPl ^•*<li-il^ 

>1^ iM ftr^n ^Nvfli«l Q ^mrjW^ ^ I 


21 // 1 / b^ cofi/jmfc^ (tha^ passages like Chh 113 

arc) merely laudatory ones on accotint of the references 
flhey contajn to momberspT sacrifices) v:e say No Because 
(the lostmctioofl are) not met vnth clrcvftcrc 

*1110 adgltha described here is the quintessence of all 
essences, the highest ha\'iog tho highest abode, the eighth, 
iChh 113) \re passages like this merely meant for the 
gldnfication of the udgftha etc. or ore they also meant to 
en]olQ meditations ? The Piirvnpaicshn fays thKt fhey ate 
for glorification the only object of such passages being to 
praise the udgftha etc * Why so ? On iiccoun.t of the 
references, t ci, because members of** sacnficml actions, 
such 08 the udgftha etc., are referred to In them. Just as 
the texts This earth is the sacrificial spoon ‘The sun Is 
the tortoise, “The hea\'ens ore the Ahavaniyn (fire) etc., 
are meant to glonfy members of sacnfidal actions, such as 
the spoon etc. so also here. To this the SAtrakora replies, — 
“This does not follow Because these InstmcHons ore not 
met with anywhere else. Tho fact that they are not met 
With elsewhere becomes significant only if they are taken 
to bo injunctions for meditations but that fact becomes 
Inexplicable if the passages are taken to be laudatory 








I V(icisi|c^r^ I 

RtMysi ^ ^fcl*1|c!M^lai.1ciii<l I 

‘'<SH1^’ loMuft »^l^»lltlI♦^l*t|'^l(^-i^=^^‘^Vilq_ -ifcl 1 

22 And also on account of scriptural expi essions 
all of which have the identical sense of meditation 

Further, scripture contains clearly injunctive expressions, 
e g , “One should meditate on the Udgitha”, “One should 
meditate on the SAman”, “One should reflect, I am Uktha 
These would be devoid of meaning if the passages were 
merely laudatory Achdrya K^livara explains 'bhavasabtdt" 
thus As we find expressions in scripture having the 
common meaning of ‘meditate’ ( updsita) 


I mn5f'=tl^T 'sfti ^*51 I 

I ^ 'ill'Sl't’iait't#! i (l 8|!t ) 

?i(c( ‘^=(*11(^3 ‘tnRij'iiKi'l ’ 

‘?;Rf I ‘RaK^ciPUtj^’ ^^cl. giR- 

sn^NiRi ^Rt Rrai'<<Ri i 

23 If it be said (that Upanishadic stories too, like 
other stones, are) for pdi iplava-i ecitations, we say, No 
Because (pdriplava-stories are always! specified as such 

Se\ eral stories are to be found in the Upanishads, e g. 









the one beginning with the words ‘YAjnavaDcya had two 
wives, Maitreyl and Kityiyanf (Bn IV 5) Here a 
qnestion onaes, Are these stories meant to serve the par 
poses of the Piriplava, (» e the reatabon of tales during 
stated intervals during the Aavamedha sacrifice) ? Or are 
they meant to introduce the vidyis that stand in proximity 
to them ? If it be said that these scriptural tales are for 
the purposes of Piriplava, wo say “No Because certam 
stones are specified for that purpose, i stones meant 
to bo read at the PAnplava are specified m the Bcnptures 
by the Introductory words Hero this pfinplava la to bo 
reated 


I 7fin I 

I >([1 ^ 4.isiwai I "im ^ 

ftrt ^dfalVifH I 

2+ In iha above circutmtances (there te) untty of 
S7tbject-inaiter (with the vtdyds) because they are 
connected 

In such arcumstances t e^ the stones not being for 
the purpose of pAnplava, there is umty of theme between 
the stones and the vidyis proximate to them, ‘Because 
they (the stones) ore connected with the vidyis by way 
of Tnalnng them more palnhible, and rendering their com 
Ijrehension easier 
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=?y, I ‘'*}ci n(<yit<i‘ 

Pli^tirtl*7T^ I 


25 Foi these i easons, fire, fuel, etc , at e unnecessary 
“For these reasons” ^adduced m support of the first 
Siitra, vtz , that man’s object of life is accomplished through 
knowledge), “fire, fuel, etc , are unnecessar 3 ’-,” t e , for the 
accomplishment of man’s object of life there is no necessity 
for fire, fuel etc , and the various sacrificial actions to be 
performed with them, as enjoined for the different dsramas 


I Jrfh n 

l%Riticii 'sife i 
aisi'iii cptht- 

Snistiin'’ ( 8181^^ ) s,«ul^*4(ci ysii^lnf Ptyitii'^^N t 

mM\ '*j'a ^ -(.yntSiitTr g ^=<*1 

f%y'4i ^ irH-nT g s.Ic( i 

26 But (knowledge) stands tn need of all (actions', 
because scripture mentions saci ifices etc as in the case 
cf the hoise 

Though Imowledge, once it is achieved, does not 
require, for the accomplishment of its fruit, the assistance 
of the sacnficial actions to be performed m the various 
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£sramfl«s yel for the rise o{ knowledge there Is need of all 
— of acdons of the vanous fismmns » the actions stand 
io knowledge as its means- Because Bcripturo mentions 
Sacrifices etc. , because Bncnfices etc- are described 
in the scriptures as ways to knowledge m such passages 
su Brihrmni*! seek to know hip by the study of the 
Vedas, by sacnficea by gifts, by penance, by fasting (Brt 
rv + 22.) *Aa m the cose of the horse. The special 
aptitude of the horse is snch that he is suited to draw not 
■the plough but the chanot** similarly the special utility 
•of the isranaa actions is such that knowledge needs them 
not for its fruition but for its ongmation 


S,« I wKl flmfij g >i(s9wsn‘<i 

I ^null'll ftft 

I n^ify UnjrJf I 

^ fliieUWPt ftst Pujwnnei ftTT 1 

27 (If It bo objected that sacnficec are not directly 
enjoined as raeona to knowledge, wo reply) NevertheUsB 
(the seeker after knowledge) has to be possessed of 
cahnness of tnind t^bjugaiiort of the scutes etc 
ihese have been cnjomcd as auxiliaries (o kncrafledge 
it 18 obligatory to achieve them 

Here some one may objeci thus ^The sacrifices etc. 
conceived by us to be the means to knowledge, cannot 
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reasonably be held to be such, because they are not 
directly enjoined as means to knowledge We reply ‘ 
“Nevertheless, the seeker after knowledge has to be 
possessed of calmness of mind, subjugation of the senses 
etc And as these have been distinctly enjoined” as 
means to knowledge in the passage "Therefore he who 
knows this, having become calm”, etc {Bn IV 4 23), 
and “as these are helpful” to the acquisition of knowledge, 
“it IS obligatory to achieve them” They are therefore 
proved to be the means to knowledge 

?.fc( I 'i't Viclf^ I 

cT^nfl qiergiV[ cs541% 

(^u°) I 

28 Permission to take all kinds of food (given in 
Chh V 1 2 IS meant only^ for a state of danger to life, 
as shown in scripture 

The following passage is found m the Colloquy of 
the Pr^as of the Chhandogas “To him who knows 
this there is nothing which is not eatable”, [Chh V 1 2), 
which means that anything may be taken by him Now 
this permission to partake of any food whatsoever is not 
to be understood as an injunction of an auxiliary to- 
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knowlKipc liVe calmnc s of mind eic IJul only m a 
slate of danpcr lo Ijfe in ca<c of ibc prcatcst diOl uUj 
are foods of all kind< t>eTmitte<l lo be laJ^cn Ueenu^ 
senptQfc shem-j ihiN tie In the C/i/iilnrfofj'a Upanish'ul 
(I 10) where ll Is rtUlcJ that the Ri»hi ChikTij-ma, 
when In tireal Miails proceeded to tal e unclean foo<.l 


I vqitITTi I 

Tm-rt ^ ■*»IV 1 y^l 

«fi cfH. («r ) sfn qramw 

rttfi w^errfr i 

20 And 6^0(7(11^ f/i«s (only do scriptural iniuncliODs)^ 
remain uneentradteted 

This (interpretation of the permission to laho et-er^ 
kind of food) follois*s also because there must be non 
eonlnullction of scnptuml iq)pnctiom Only thus can the 
\-ano\rt scriptural Injunctions which discnmiuate bctWTcn 
Ian ful and unlawful food such os thepassai;e W^en the 
food is pure the whole nature is pure when the whole 
nature IS pure memor) is steady” {Chh VII 2G 2) etc. 
reoiain uncontradicted 

^•1 xrfq >5 I 

^ I ^ ^ wiqr<t wft ^ 

nut, 

dUtl*iIh qo«n j 
■! q qifrt MUMafiisisiyi I 








30. The SmriH also says so. 

The Smiitt also states that in times of peril all sorts 
of food may be talcen, both by the enlightened and by the 
unenlightened, e. g “He who, when in danger of life, 
eats food from anywhere and everywhere, is no more 
stained by sin than the lotus-leaf is affected by water ” 


I 5I2IT, "^cl, — t}<-l ^ %lIc1 I 

S,fcl I ' 

31. Further, theie ts a scitptural text piechidtng 
'■option Hence (the special permission given in sutra 28 is 
not a general injunction) 

“There is, further, a scriptural text” against the taking 
of unlawful food, “which precludes option,” t e which 
seeks to prevent action according to one’s liking in such 
matters, viz , the passage “Therefore a Brdhmana should 
mot drink spirits,” found m the Samhitd of the Kathas 
This text of general prohibition can be maintained with 
cogency only if we take the passage “To him who knows 
this” etc (of Siitra 28) as an amplification, z e as a special 
provision for a particular case “Hence”' such peimissions 
are mere amplifications, not injimctions. 
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3Z. Being enjoined the worke pertaimng to the 
different Asrama* (are to bo performed 

Being enjoined by terta sach as As long as he lives, 
he should perform the AgnQiotra” the works pertnmmg 
to the different are to bo performed even by those 

who do not seek liberation. 

I «xirtiR«5'T ^ t 

> 

33 And also because worloB have been mentioned m 
the scriptures as) co operating (with the study of the 
Vedas) 

Because works have been mentioned (m Bn IV 4.22.) 
vide Sdtra 26) as co-op«ratmg with the study of the Vodas> 
they are proved to be the means of knowledge. 

^8 I 71 1 

t sift ^ ft >T^ 

W’ yja ^ I eniifirrifv fllaferif^ ^ J 

34 In aU cases the same (dudes ore IncnmbenO 
becavse directed bothxnse 








“In all cases” t e whether viewed as duties pertaining 
to dsramas, or as auxiliaries to knowledge, “the same” 
that is the Agnihotra and such other (ceremonial) duties 
tiave to be performed , “because directed bothwise” t. e 
enjoined both in the Sruti and in the Smriti 

I 1 

{m '=111^) I ^ f^?n- 


35 Scnptui e also declat es (that those who perform 
sacrifices, and consequently have to practise brahmacharya, 
etc ,) are not overpowered (by passions) 

Scripture also declares that one who has become 
proficient in brahmacharya and similar sddhanas is not 
overpowered by such afflictions as the passions etc , e g. 
in the passage, “The Self which he discerns through 
brahmacharya is never lost sight of” {Chh VIII 5 3 ) 
This establishes the conclusion that sacrifices etc are not 
only duties incumbent on the dsramas, but also auxiliaries 
to knowledge 

I -qifq g | 

^cVl I ( ^ I ^ ^ ) 1 
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36. But even a person standing outside (the Asmmas 
18 entitled to knowledge) because scripture declares 
this 

But even a person who not belonging to any 
israma, stands wnthont aa it were^ is entitled to know 

ledge Why so ? Because scripture declares this 
senptore desenbes that even persons like Raikva Virhnk 
navf etc*, attained the knowledge of Brahman (CAft 
IV 1 3 Bn III 6 8.) 


I Vft? ’g I 

wdi?t I 

37 Smnti also says so 

It IS also narrated in (traditional) history that Sam 
vnrta and others, who by going naked etc. showed their 
disregard for the dubes presenbed for the Asrarrms, never 
theless became great yogms. 


I fqllmgv5<i I 

38. And the acquisition (of knowledge is also 
poselbJe for persons outside Asramas) through special acts 
And the acquisibon of knowledge is also possible 







for persons outside &sramas “through such special acts’’’ 
of devotion as repeating prayers, fasting, the worship of 
deities etc 


^<£. I <.<33141 in 1 

I <«IciRafiic|_ <^1 “cl^fh 

( I? 8|8|<t ) 'S.lcl I =7 fh^cT 

39 But the other state (i. e., belonging to some 
dsrama) is better than this, on account of indications 
(in Sruti and Smriti) 

But the other state, i e , belonging to an dsrama, 
is a better means to knowledge than this (remaining" 
outside the dsramas) , on account of indications m Srnti 
and Smiiti The Sruti-indication is this, “By that 
path goes one who has known Brahman, who has per- 
formed meritorious deeds (as prescribed for the S-srama), 
and who has attained splendour” [Bn IV 4 9) The 
SiU) ^^^-lndlcatlon is, “A man of the twice-born classes 
should not remain for a single day outside the dsramas. 
If he does so for a year, he must undergo an expiation ” 
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xfir ( ti wtftft ^ irfl *1 

Tf?r I *n5i ^ itn^J) •rft 

wMry Tft ^ ^ 'n 

y^n?l'»^>4tPf rft 'vn^M I •» ^ »iw^i\u ftirr ^ 

t% ‘^fq'n^*! icfltft infe, 

W&HrTT^l^jW 1 


40 For one who has attained that (t e the brahma 
charyn stage,) there ts no heconiiHQ otUertnse (t e 
descendmg to a louer stage) on account of restneUve 
re^ulationt want (of instroctioo) of that nature and 
non<xisience (of such enstom This is the opinion) of 
Jaimtni also 

For one who has once attained the stage of bmhma 
charya, becoming otherwise, i a descent to a lower 
Plage, Is not proper Wliy so ? On account of (r) res 
trictive regulations, b) wont of any instruction about such 
descent to a lower Asroroa, and (c^ absence of the sanction 
of good custom The restnctive regulauons are contained 
in such texts as mortifying the body in the house of 
the preceptor to the end of ones days (Chh II 23 1) 
and He should go to the forest m other words, he is 
not to return from there. This is the Upanishod Again 
we find texts teaching the ascent to higher israraas, such 
os. Having gone through the brahroaebarya Asramo, one 
should be a house holder One may however enter the 
'wandenng stage even from that of the householder 
Bat wo never meet with texts teaching the reverse order 









Further, among the good customs prevailing, there are 
none such “This is the opinion of Jaimini also ” 
The \\ord “also” here affirms the agreement of Jaimini 
and BildarAayana in this \ lew, thus strengthening further 
the conclusion here set forth 


8^ I (1^-1 'Rq'tihiif 

vr^VKIwScT” Hrtq_ in?lp<ct ^Trl, rict ? ‘Jf’ I 
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41 The expiation (provided in Pun^a Mimilnisil) in 
the Chaptci on Acthikcha (for breaking the \ow of 
chastitj) cannot iic (claimed by a brahmach.-lrin /o life) , 
bLcauHe it docs not apply (to his case , lolnch ;s a fall' 
accoiding to Snniti. 

The question mooted m this Sutra is this There is an 
expiation prescribed (for breakiny the \ow of chastity; 
in this text, “A brahmachhin who has broken his \o\v 
shall sacrifice an ass to Ntrnti” Now, if one who has 
adopted the \o\v of brahniacharya foi It A breaks that 
VOW' through hecdicssness, is he also entitled to expiate 
himself by that sacrifice, or not ? The Sutra sajs, No. 
'1 hough an expiation has been prescribed in the Pur\a 
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"MfmAmsa in the Chapter on AdhikAm, It is not meant for a 
brahmachinn /or Uf WTiy so ? Because it does not 
npply to his case ■which Smrltl \ietvs os a fall The fall 
from chastity of a brahmachinn who had taien a life 
long vow has been dealt with in the Smnli in the fol 
lowing text which applies to the case under consider 
alloa * — For one who has destroyed his soul by lapsing 
again from the duties of a Vmshthika Brahmachinn 
V bich he once undertook I see no expiation that may 
nwrfe him clean again 


8^1 sjfinj «r% Hfinrti 
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4Z On the other hand cerfam teachers (hold that 
such lapse Is only) an upd piSaka (a minor sin and that 
expiation for it) exttts as in the case of eating This 
has been explained (in the Pdrva Mimdmsa) 

On the other band certnin teachers hold that a lapse 
from chastity of a brahmachinn for life is only on upa 
pitaka, (a minor sin) and not n mahi pitaka^ (a deadly 
Ein) Hence they claim that expiabon for this sin exists. 
As ID the case of eating jost os, when there happens a 
breach of a brahmachinn s vow by the taking of honey 
or meat, there may be a pnnhcation again so also here. 
This hfx been explained in the Pirva MfmlnisA 
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43 But tti citJie) case (such transgressors must be 
kept) outside (the pale of good society) , because both 
siiuiti and good custom demand it 

Whether a lapse from the vow of chastity of brahma- 
charms for life be vieved as a mahdp.^taka (a major sin) 
or as an upa-pAtaka 'a minor sin) m either case, such 
transgressors must be kept outside the pale of good societj-^ 
For Smriti dictates, “if one touches a Brahmana who has 
fallen from his \ o\\ of brahmacharya, or a man avIio has 
been expelled from his order, or a hanged man, or a man 
vhosebodyis being eaten by worms, he must undergo 
the ChvndrAyana penance” And also “because of good 
usage” sic, because good men do not sacrifice with them, 
study with them or enter into matrimonial relations vith 
them 
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*14 (The meditations constituting the minor elements 
^of the sacrifice are to be performed) by Hit innstcr of the 
latnfice hunutf S«c/i is the ofmtton of Atrtya beettusi. 
of Ihe Knpiurol ttotcmentt about the fruit 

The meditations xvhlch constitute the subordinate 
elements of sacnfices are to be performed by the master 
of the sacrifice (i^ by the >njamina) Such is the 
opinion of the teacher ^treya because of the scriptural 
declaration about the fruit because the fruits of the 
meditations accrue to the person meditating as declared 
10 the scripture In texts such ns Ram falls for him and 
he too makes the mm fall for others r ho knov.ir)g thus 
meditates on the fi\cfold ^man m the nun 
(Chh 11 3 2) 


81 I fr yfViflluS I 

• II w-siin ^ hrfV 

■HTinirR:* '«tisi^ (s rm ire *iinv Wn ^fissi 

45 Accortffi]^ to AudtiJomi (they are to be performed) 
by the Pnett because he is paid for all this usirk 

The teacher Auduloml hoTcei.er thmka that the 
meditatKms which are parts of the sacrifice are to be 
performed by the pnest because the priest is paid by the 
yajamina for the whole sacrifice including the subordinate 
parts. 
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“^Tf t ^fecil 'SITfjW+l.inl^ci ?f!T cll+liatitjtl 'sfci 

'il'irei” ( !^tciMe^?n•5^*!j “ti<ni* ^of'issTicn ?f/-tid t 

) I 

46 And also because sciiptine declares that 

Scriptural statements also pio\e that the meditations 
which form parts of sacrifices are to be performed by the 
priests “ Whate^ er blessings the priests pray for at the 
sacrifice, they pray m the interests of the yajamiina Thus 
declared he” {Satapatha Biahinana 13 1 26) *'An 

udgdtri who knoys thus mav, therefore, say to theyajamana, 
‘What desire of yours should I accomplish by my singing^” 
(C/i/i 17 8) 

8'Q 1 I 

8'3 i — “cltHT^ WltiJSJ HiRjST SIC'S? PctHl^fT 

qtfertl<!a ^-Sl^ ” I 

’HS ^ ?lfh ? Rl-SI*^, ’ ’tj'tic} 

fii<yiy-e5fnfV ’S!g3iJei55 I ^ sisy- 

■S5l*iilhati|<>.M fh^sicl i ‘cl^ ’ trq 

f^scl I »i3, ^ct fs<yi^^ inallh 'is CIS Is-yilcims , 1^ ♦Pl'ilsfit^r ? 

'US ^*11? , — ‘q-9^’ Jifel*!; fs<i|liciais ^ 

fsR? , ^(h 1 SSI ’ 

^(h 'ss«si^isnf^si+t 

’♦ifq ftsasw ♦Tl'llshf. ^rt|4 I 
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(Of the three fillies menlioneJ >n ) (Rn III 5 1 ) //»c 
third (nz. muni'ihjp medilritKo sUence) it enjoined as 
t nother co operniinR /actor (ttm'^rd# knowledge) /or 
(the *.in>‘i5in) />o»ifsse/ of that (i knowledgol incase 
(he Is not alreadj perfect in knowledge) At in the 
ease of irr/unc/ions etc 

In this Sdtm the follotnng test of the Bnhaddnyaba 
will be dlscusv;d — ■ Therefore n nrihmnno, htiMng 
renounced lenming should desire to ntloin n child like 
Flnte afterwnrd* hating renounced both childlikenew; 
nnd learning he (becomes) n mum nod then hanng 
renounced both the slates of muolship nnd non mtmiship 
he (bccoines) a Brihmana (III 5 1) At the outset 
(a* there IS no \erb in the text to ngree w’lth the word 
muni ) ft doubt arises whether the stale of a muni is 
enjoined hero or not Tho mow adopted b> the Sutmkdra 
Is fta follow's Wo ore to understand that this text is an 
Injunction for (the state of a muni ns) nuolhcr co-opemting 
factor towards knowledge nnd the state of n mum men 
tioned in the text os the third after childlikeness and 
learning is here enjoined booiuse its characteristic Is 
pre eminence in knowledge For whom is the state 
of a muni enjoined ? For the snnnyAsin possessed of 
fmowledge. Again if the sannyAsin Is already possessed 
of knowledge pre-eminence in knowledge is already estab 
lished m his case- WTiy then a further injunction for 
mumship ? To this question the reply furnished in the 
Slitra IS Incase i e In case pre eminence in Jcnowledge 
shonld not have bean established in the sannynsln owing 
to the prevalence of the idea of difference (to which all 



men are subject), the injunction is to be applied *'As in 
(he case of injunctions etc ” — The Pnrvann'nidmSil declares 
that 111 the te\t “He -who desires heaven should offer two 
Darsapurnam.isa sacrifices”, the subordinate functions, e i> , 
the establishment of the sacred fires, etc , are also to be 
understood as enjoined as au\iliaries Similarh', thougii 
injunctions do not form the mam subject in the present 
le\t pertaining to vid>.-i, yet the state of a mum is to be 
understood as enjoined in it as au\iliar\ to \id\A 


«^ ) Tjfv'ji 3,4^'’ (ciy.t ) 

’jfd ^ X?SP>3 -cjtif vfu 1 *TrtiU4ltlird "d 

'qfi *11 yquinjq «tv4 I vfiT sjd 

!s 'J fu it nnnidftofi 'of the CJifi(Uido/'\(r Ttpanislied) 
'i ///;( instruction about) //u’ /ronNc/jo/f/cr (is quite renson- 
.lidei, hicati^t itu hoii'ic/ioUct /s, (as it were, an opitonie 
of) uH (he (tsmuirrs 

Win IS it tiial the Chhaiidoi’yc npanishad (\m 5 1 ) 

’ inds uj) with instructions about the liouscholdcr, as seen in 
the p IS , igf , “ \ftcr ha\ mu reeen od hi' disc harge from the 
[,isC(pt«Ji, (and leturned to) hr o\ n farnih,” etc ? To thr 
qiuvtinjithe Sutra replies Mo't troublc'‘onic and manifold 
ir< th< vu rificcs t/c , enjoined as dutits on the lioiistliolder 
in lij^ own asrama In addition to these, dutifs of otlirr 


tnr ] cnialwntr 

Asramas fuch non \ lolencc and Ihc ronlrol of the ^nses 
are also incumlwnl on him a far aa practicable. Tor 
thi^ reason i c beeau ^ he Is as it ^\rrc an epUcmie of all 
the isramas, the ViindinK upof the C/i/idn/fo/yt Tsllh the 
hou cholJcT IS not objectionable 
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49 If Me oMer tdjramas) a/so arc cnjoiticd /tk 
the state o/ the mu»ii (lhe> me all to be Ronc throuph) 

A* the other A^ramas nUo arc cnjolnetl in frcriplure 
like that of (he muni (hc> are all to be erjoally practised 
v-hethcT b> free selection from omonRsl them or by talaoR 
them oil \ itlioul exception 


I I rnf*rid •! ^pjt4 — ktu^ 
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50 (The childlike state enjomed In Dn III 5 1 
means that the seeker after Brahman) t» no( to male a 
disftiay oj htmself for thus alone docs that statsment 
Jretatn tts consistency 









The text “Therefore a Br.ihmana, having renounced 
learning, should desire to attain a child-lilcc state” (Vide 
Sutra 47) means that the Knoucr of Diahman should 
desist fioni making a displav of himself , i t; , he should not 
make an exhibition of his knowledge, learning, virtue, etc, 
and should divest himself of arrogance, pride etc , just as a 
child, whose sense functions are \ct undeveloped, never 
strives to exhibit himself before others Because only bv'- 
this interpretation does the statement become consistent 
with the whole chajitcr 
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’^l<l‘<rf VdlclT n” Ctici ) 

tr^ Hfcivl^ 5U51'^l=(+t ( ^c1 ^lU, ) Tf^ '^•€1 5l'tU<tT- 

f^dlq_7PvT I cT'^tUU 

51 (The peifechoii of knowledge inay^occui) evcir 
tit tins world, tf no obstacles piesent themselves Be- 
cause scripture declaies it 
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Does knowledpe attain perfection o\en In this T\-orld ^ 
Or IS that consumniation sometimes postponed to the 
next world ? To this question we replj ^he perfection 
of knowledge may occur e\-cn in this world If no obstacles 
present themsel\es Where howe\er there Is some- 
obstacle It occurs in the next world Because scripture 
declares it i e senpturo sho^\B that there ma> be 
effective hindmnees to knowtege eg in the passage 
About whom man> have not c\ en the means of hearing 
whom irum> cannot kmow oxen after hearing of him — 
very rare is a ‘.peakor about him An able man alone 
can find him \ ery mre is a knower of him instructed 
by a wise teacher (hatU \ 2 7) Again In Ai/rr lU 
5 it is related that \ ftmadex-i attained the state of Drah 
man even when ho was l>nng in bis mothers womb 
Senpturo therefore admits that it is possible for kmow 
ledge to spring up in a later birth through exertions made 
in a former birth Therefore whether knowledge Is to 
onginato in this or m the next world depends on the 
removal of obstacles. 


^ glT6»Ti5% ftan' fttr i 
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52. No sric/f rf^«i/e rule extsts as regards that 
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Jnnt (of knowledge) winch is the final lelease , on 
account of the enunciations about that state, on account 
of the enunciations about that state 

Difference of sMhanas is seen to produce differinf? 
results, whereby knowledge is perfected in this world or 
in the next , but as regards that particular fruit of knoAV- 
ledge which we designate as ‘the final release’, there is no 
such rule “On account of the enunciations about that 
state”, i e , because in all Vedanta-texts that state, viz , 
the state of final release, is described to be of one kind 
only The state of final release is nothing but the state 
of Brahman, and Brahman cannot have different forms 
The repetition of the last clause indicates the termina- 
tion of the chapter 
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I (Spmtual ftxerasc»» such as sravaiia mBnana, etc- 
reqaiTc) repetition because scripture repeatedly tncul 
cates (such excrases) 

R«petitioi] of spmtual exercises, (such as reading 
sacred books, meditation etc.) must be practised because 
scnptural Instructions about them c g (The Self) is to bo 
heard to be reflected upon to be meditated upon fBn 
II 4 5 IV 5 6) etc. repeatedly inculcate the per- 
formance of Buch excrases until direct vision should be 
attained 
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2 And also hscaiisc there ts an indication 

[By an “indication” is meant a characteristic on which 
a 1 inference may bfe based] Such an “indication” m 
•one of the scriptural texts also points to repetition of 
meditations The Chliandogya Upanishad, when deal- 
ing with the Udgitha-vidyil, rejects one particular view, 
VIZ , that “the Udgftha is the sun” ( Chh I 5 l), on 

the ground that the result of that meditation would be 
the possession of one son only , and by another text, viz , 
“Do thou resolve his rays” ( Chh I 5 2), enjoins a 
meditation on the multitude of the sun’s rays, on the 
ground that the result of such meditation would be the 
possession of many sons From this it is evident 
that the repetition of meditations is a well-established 
doctrine But considered as a meditation, this one is 
on a par with all other meditations Hence it is reason- 
jable to hold that the instruction about repetition should 
apply to all meditations 
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3 (The sacred texts) hotxvcr both understand and 
inculcate (tho meditation of the Highest Lord) as tJut 
Self 

The \vord “however is directed towards a Pdrva 
paksha position [tne that the Highest Lord is not to 
be meditated upon as the Self of tho devotee) — The 
Highest Lord is to be andersiood os the Self For the 
Jibilas, in their text about the Highest Lord doubtlessly 
onderstand him to be the Self In the passage “O Lord 
0 Deity Thou indeed art I 1 O Deity I mdeed am 
Thou 1 Similarly there are other texts, such os “I am 
Brahman (Bn I 4 40) etc. which dearly under 
stand the Lord tobe the Self \gain certain other VedAnta 
texts distinctly inculcate the meditation of the Lord os 
the Self eg' — ‘This (tho I-ord) is thy Self and is 
within all” (Bn III 4 1) This (the Lord) is thy 
Self the indwelling ruler the immortal (Bn III 7 3) 
"That (the Lord) is tho True that is the Self thou art 
that, (Chh VI 8 7) etc. 
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55* nfrftmPi ^I5wn 5 siinilh I 
4 Symbols (should not be thought of as the Self) 



because he (; e , tlie devotee) does not (apprehend them 
as the Self) 

Symbols, such as the sensorium, ether, the sun, etc^ 
must not be meditated uoon as the Self because he (the; 
meditating person) does not apprehend symbols, which 
are by their nature limited, as the Self. 
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5 (In meditating upon symbols, the symbols them- 
sehes) me to be contemplated as Bi alnnan, (and not 
Vice versa) , because thus there is an elevation (of the: 
symbols) 

The meditation of symbols has been enjoined in such 
texts as the following, — “One should meditate on the 
sensorium as Brahman this much about the body.. 
One should meditate on the d.kAsa as Brahman this 
much about the devas” {Chh III 18 l) , “The sun is 
Brahman This is the doctrine,” (Chh III 19 l) , 
“He who meditates on name as Brahman” ( Chh VII 
1 5) In these symbolic meditations it is the senso- 
rium etc , that are “to be contemplated as Brahman,” 
and not Brahman that is to be contemplated as the sen- 
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«onara etc. Why so ? Because thus ihoro is an 
elevation tx because on being contemplated thus, 
the sensonum etc are elevated in our view the contom 
plation of something higher than they (vte Brahman) 
betog supenraposed on (hem 

i I «s^qiRf *mTT ^itCTrfqnnn niTi»vr 

5 Wftqift frr I C44Ti IPT 

^tPp^rP-M&rfT 441*13 ^slqiPt? i 

‘jfqwPivi »T^ (r tttit frOTVr 

qnqffl I 

6. On members (of the sacrifice) arv to be super 
imposed the conceptions of the sun clc^ (and not viCv 
versa) so that there may be success 

It IS the members of the sacnficc, such ns the udgltha 
etc. that are to bo contemplated as the son etc. and not 
the sun etc, that ore to bo contemplated as udgilha etc, 
^Vhy 80 ? In order that there may bo success * 
because the work fi c sacnfico) attains success only 
**OcstaiD coniUUicat membcni of tbo KicrlAciAl aodoo— such 
*8 the ndgitha— undergo aaataio ocremonUl pariAcatkoo (samiksni) 
by being n^odltated npon m Aditya and k on, Iho mcdltalkmi 
■'horfore eootribqto, throogh tbo mediation of tho constitnent 
membera, tonrdi tho apurra, tbo supersenruoua rceuit of tbo entire 

leofm to bo a trandatton from tome annotator I it doddatet 
the eotsmentary 







when Its members, such asudgitha etc , are'punfied by being- 
viewed as the sun etc , through connection with the apiirva. 
The following passage also ‘declares that knowledge 
(through contemplation) is a factor m the attainment of 
success in sacrifice, “Whatever work is done with 
knowledge, with faith, and with the Upanishad, — the 
same becomes more powerful”, I I 10'. 

>0 I I 
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7 (The devotee should perform his meditations) tn 
a siHtng pQstuie, foi thus only ts tt possible 

One should meditate only “m a sitting posture , for 
thus only is it possible” Meditation consists m the 
contmued flow of an identical current of thought This 
IS only possible to a person who is sitting, not to one who- 
IS moving, or running, or lying down 

I I 

I 

fi And also because (meditation means) deep 
i ejection 

! 

Also, because meditation is of the nature of deep 
reflection, facility for which is enjoyed only by a person 
Seated 
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9 And alto because (medtfatton has) reference to 
absence of movement 

The use of the word meditation always implies 
fCbsence of movement which Is possible only to one 
"fitting For this reason also meditation should be 
practised sitting 

^0 1 ^ 1 

\ 1 ^rtir s( h i^Jloi — 

^ «rne\«i i snr ^ ^ 

10 Smnfi texts also declare the same 

The also declare the sitting posture to be 

auxiliary to meditation e^ the Bhagavadgfta has this — 
Having placed one s scat in a clean spot — a scat im 
movable etc. (VI 11) For the same reason instnlction 
IS given in the Yoga sistras about vanons kinds of sitting 
postures. 
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11 (Oru tniN ])c I lot m ont, mrdit itiorr ) 

J'lcHc {or tiint) Ofu'^' nuinl <<•/* At lollultd , /utair^L 
^in tlu riplurt * ' no di'.tn ettm, t' ni.tfi' nbjul titoc, 
jrl.K 0 ( ir ) 

'J iu (li\nt(,( III*’. ^Tir\ on hi. tin <lt{ itiorin in riP^. 

■dirt ( tion, ])Hf I , or t iim , m v.huh ht f in i orn ' ntr.iir hi*- 

iniml , in ih'“( u jntt ''tiiUin j'lvt' no * p' ( i .* 

rnstriiLlion*. 

^5 I '‘Ti M. i "r>. 

'cft? ^m*rW >•»! fi ^>n »£tfl M t 

— "n vhr » Tn^^rtuTr'" r-n* ?> 

nu> 'qW 51''^ JPftilri .ixrihr i n;,,' <t-,— 

5-’ nirq nirv, »n, ,:iv-M T'-'otr I 
<t TPf^hr ^Vn- ti.M fi^i»n?ihn. r ( <=i( ) 

Tiirerr'-i^j ( > *;fn 'i ? ‘ ^ni^'i'^nnKnri '*r. 

TifcmS?!'’ ( If I 5 1*0' I? ) 7 Rt i 

12 (Mechl.'ilions Ii.i\c lo be continued) itp to lit,, 

owfitciif of duilh , hccaii^ii., foi that (i t , the time of 
death, also (meditations prescribed m the scriptures etc ) 
aic to be seen 

Meditations are to be earned on up to the moment of 
death , because botli in the scriptures and in the Sinntts 
meditations are enjoined for the time of death also 
Thus the scriptural te\t, “With \\hatc\er meditation he 
passes away from this world" (Satapatha Bridimana, X. 



6 3 1) ^lecloTcs iho contmuntion of medjtaUon'? up to 
death Sinnti ol^ has the folIoiMUg *— O son of Kunli 
at iho time of death \\hate\er object one thinks of when 
leaMnff his body he T\»lh hi't mind pcr\adcd b) the 
thought of that object assumes iho form of that object ” 
( Ufiofi VIII 6) and \l the time of death with a 
steadied mmd (Uliafi ^ HI 10) The scriptonil pas 
Fage One should at the hour of death take refuge tri 
this triad of meditations (Chh III 17 6) also declares 
that there is a Last dut> (of meditation) at the time of 
teath 

H \ aw«.>itSiqSlnrqfqiii!t I 

^^l twfyuK i1ii ‘Bniinlwn tun. 

wrfi ^,‘«iHiHv^ Hrmt iwth fou i nin%aif\ n*<ins 

Ttfrai Bf»Mwl ^r«nn 

KTfrgfh,— ‘*nn vrqj n ru«i*i irn# »i 

( ft »lt»H ) Tfh I Brn fwan "iqfSTidff 

— n enna i4t^*n ( n ti^vi^ ) 

1% I mffl — 

^fhr? Must I ( ^ 5 ^1= ) 

13 When Brahman ts attained noiKonlaiitinalion 
/ront and deatmetion of future and patt evil deeds 
(take place) for thus scripture declares 

”\Vhen Brahman is attained one becomes immune 
from the contamination of subsequent sins, and his past 





[ nsiJT: 


sms also are clestrojccl “For tlnis scripture declare*' 
When treating of ]3rahma vid>u, scripture declares (m 
the following passage) that such future sms as uouid 
ordinarily cling to one, ceases to cling to him who kno\>s 
Brahman, “As water does not cling to a lotus leaf, so no 
evil deed clings to one w ho knows tins c, Brahman),’' 
(CJiJi • IV. 14 3 Scripture also declares the annihi- 

lation of the accumulated evil deeds of the past for one 
wdio Icnows Brahman m the passage, “As the pith of ilie 
151111:4 reed, when throwm into the fire, is burnt, siniilar^j 
all his sms arc Inn nt,” (Chit V 24 3; Another scrip 

tural statement about the annihilation of deeds is the 
follow'ing — “The knot of the heart is cut, all doubts are 
dissolved, and Ins Uhe wiscman’s) deeds cease, v nen 
the Higher and Lower (Brahman) is seen” {Muiid IJ 
2 8) 


^8 1 ‘*5r]W IgiM' ^ 

■fli'isd ^set I 'md g’ g i ‘g 

1 

14 A Similar non-adhci cuce of ihc ofhet (; c , good 
■deeds) also (takes place) But (release comes imme- 
diately) at death. 

“Of the other also,” / c , in respect of good deeds 
also, a similar non-adherence takes place, (t e , non- 
contact with the future and annihilation of the past good 
deeds take place) m the case of onp who has known 



orr ] 'iQafwni 

nnhiTiAJi Uul at Ocath ^ i irrm«Ituc!y at the 
Jeaih of the knower of Brxhnun rein e comM, The 
W3r I blit uv*d for the nkc of emphitjs 

I'll 'CRirsTOTin* trtf ij ij^ 1 

I cntVFTt? rrm^St %fq q 

Tini^nm R >; 

' ^hl»^ ti^TTj op^^vei^iRR r*q fn^'trn I y — 

nrrt “RH rtnn f-r^ era fnnin < nflunmi'v 

* TRTn fe R'n vhh 

Ti ul rm WtrOTI Pn'vl R Nl\1^R I 

li littl (such extinction of Vatma holJc roo<! in 
rc'fvct oO /hot <’cts o/ the ^itf o/;f> u-hote ejjfcct tins 
not i t cofnmeiiee f because th it itx ilnth) has been 
ttui f to be the limit 

Of the actfi of tlie past i e of the Rood and e\ il 
<lccJs nccumuUied either in prcxious birth or in the 
present birth before the crov ih «if knorlrdce^ tho»^e only 
arc cxiinpuishctl on the ntcimmeni of knowlcdRC whose 
efTccl ha not >ct commenced but not those deeds 
who<e cftecis base bcffun nnd have been p3riiall> realised 
by the atjent ix not those deeds s'-hich accoanl for the 
present birth — the \ehicle of the knowledpe of Jlrahman 
Whj so ? fiecauso death has been slated to be the 
limits I e because In the passaae For him there is 
delay only as long as he is not deli\ered from the bod> 
(Chh VI 14 2) the dissolution of the body has been 



distinctly stated to be the limit of the delay for the attain- 
ment of release If it were not so, t e , if all works- 
(irrespective of the commencement or otherwise of effects) 
were to be destroyed through knowledge, there would 
remain no reason for the continuation of the present state 
of existence, and release would follow immediately on 
the attainment of knowledge If such were the case,, 
scripture would not have mentioned the waiting for the 
dissolution of the body 


^^1 '♦(Mgtficf I Pitti 

<<=l’ -511*1^ <111^ cict^ yc( I C115( fq'llSI 

V(cllk I gcf “d+lfl 

I 

16 Bjif the datly fii e saciifice etc , tend toxvaids the 
same lesulf, because scripture shoxvs this 

The word ‘but’ dispels a doubt Permanently obligatory 
duties like the Agnihotra etc “tend towards the same 
result”, i e , whatever results knowledge produces, these 
also help to produce Hence, these obligatory duties are 
not destro 3 '^ed “Because scripture shows this”, i e^ 
senpture shows that such sacrifices, by purifying the hearty 
foster the production of the fruits of knowledge, in such 
passages as “Br^hmanas seek to know him by studj'’ of 
the Vedas, by sacrifices, by gifts”, (Bn IV 4 22) 



'iqCtj'niiu 
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^■6 1 ^myn^ i 

t® I -oruflm? ftmin ^ fi WK!i«n. irr 

fwH I irar* ’IT’ wr rI^P mfert 
tSt I Jw ^ T T^ ^T ftnu — 

“»flW ^ TT*l ^T* tSt \ ^tllQl»(«« mr;^ ftljt Tft 

^j-wIni^rTi «n«l ^ iiWr i 


17 There exists aho {a class of good works) other 
than this Accordtnd to some {these works ha\o certAin 
results There IS ’however) agreement of both (Jaimini 
and BidarAynnn about the futility of these works) 

“other than this” viz the permanently obligatory 
duties such as the Agnibotm etc^ ‘there it another class of 
good works vie those performed with an eye to some 
fruit Accordiag to some people who belong to a parti 
culor sit>ha of the Vedas, the follow'ing is the application 
of such works, — His fneuds enter on his good works 
And the instruction about non adherence and destruction, 
of effects — “A similar non adherence of the other &c* 
(given in Sdtra 14) applies to this class of work's also 
There IS however agreement of both the teachers, Jaimmi 
and BAdariyona, about the futility of such works octuatocT 
by selfish motives so fax os the origination of true 
knowledge is concerned 


1 fqqt^fq I 

tc 1 It' IT wim ‘‘rti ft^Ri ^QCi tr^ 

M^iq tnn )i ntr ft%ii4<jeiw Wt- 





R% '?ifci^4( gm'^i ci^ 

mIci I 

18 For the text Whatever xvoik is done with knoxo- 
ledge, etc , f confirms the same view). \ 

Scripture says, "Whatever work is done with knowledge 
w ith faith, and with upanishad, — the same becomes more 
powerful’ {Chh I 1 lO) In thus affirming that Agnihotra 
etc , when joined with vidy^, produce their own effects 
more powerfully and effectively, the text implies that e\ en 
without vldJ^<, such works have some power and some 
effectiveness in producing the same results 

i 

K I g ‘-^qRjccu’ 

jcst 1 

19 But (the knower of Biahman,) having exhausted 
by expel lence the result of the other two evil deeds, 
becomes one with Brahman 

But "the other two”, i e , good and evil deeds whose 
effects have commenced, the knower of Brahman "exhausts”, 
i e , destroys, "by actual experience of their results”, and 
thus he attains Brahman 






I 1 qiwR) t;i5'ii^'Si^ I 

\ I ^ ■^4TTn{fl«i^ jnrt <^i(iNiw»t 

^rpB ijfiR,— liTO g^Hw wwt ^;w»ir6 

frr Rrfi Jnc ( fi <ici< ) ffc r 

^ iftmi <T*tr« ^ n\n9T\ Tft im - 1 sn <5^ 

^ iftc iTprPs^^iii tr^fT^ •I’tft i «Tf ^i<i?rTi f— tft 

♦^i'wwX, — sin\?\_ P^viMinw 

*1 n ^ ffnM^i *lnr^T_^ im^T I 

*H^ ^ I 

1 (At death) speech (is roergcdl m the sensonutn 
on account of both obicrvahon and scnptural evidence 

The SdtrakAra, with the Intention of discussing the 
path of the gods ^t describes the successive steps by 
7;hich according to the nostros, the soul passes out of the 
body The foUowing is the Bcnptural statement on the 
subject — ”0 beloved disaple, the speech of the departing 
person merges m his seDSOiianif his sensonom m hi3 prina, 
his priha in lire fire in the Highest Deity (Chiu 
VI 8 6 Here a doubt may arise Of the two vttr the 



organs of speech and the function of speech, is it meant 
that the organs and the function both merge in the 
sensorium ? Or the function only ^ On this point the 
ShtrahAia says The passage means that only the function 
of speech, (i e , the uttering of speech by the speech- 
organs, > IS merged m the sensorium But how can we 
take “speech" m the sense of “the function of speech" ? 
This difficulty the Sutrakdra explains thus “On account 
of obser^^ation,” i e , the earlier cessation of the ^dying 
person’s) function of speech, even when his sensorium has 
not yet ceased to function, is a matter of "observation But 
it is certainly not possible for any one to observe the 
merging of both the organs of speech and the function of 
speech in the sensorium “Bnd on account of scriptural 
evidence," t e , because the word “speech" is also 
frequently used m the scriptures in the sense of the 
“function of speech " 

'=NC1 licj 1 

«n({% ->^^1 ctci Sd M.d’’ 

2 For a siimlai reason, all (sense-oigans folloiv} 
after the sensoiium 

The merging m the sensorium of all sense-organs 
without any distinction, is declared m the text, “So the 
person whose heat is spent out, betakes to another body 



qi?’ ] 

■\Tith hw senses entered into his sensonum (Pras 111 9' 
Abont this the Siitrukim sa>'s ‘For a similar reason 
t as was seen in the case of speech the eye and the 
other sense organs also ore obser^^ed to cease from func 
lionmg when the sensonum is >*61 continuing to function 
And (as was seen in the case of speech) the merging of 
the organs themseUes is an impossibility And os the 
•\TOrd speech ) v.*as seen to admit of that interpretation 
(namely function of speech) we therefore hold that all 
the sense-organa follow after (i e merge themselx-cs In) 
the sensonum only in respect of their functions. 

^ I n'W’i UTir I 

^ I sw trt Bgn 19 

3 That xenMonum merges iticl/ tn prdiin on 
account of the next clauxe 

‘That sensonum merges Itscir i c b> merging its 
fonctioa ‘m prina on account of the next clause of 
the scriptural text quoted in the annotation of the first 
SOtra. 

a I I 

el ‘h: sine riv OTT enifti fiunnwfn 

I ^gsn*i+i, 

^ I mwi 

(niHHc) tft I ijrinn ( ft siiiO Tft 

I 



4 That (prana) enfeis the ruler { i e , the individuali 
self) , on account of ‘the scriptural statements about 
going to the self, etc 

“The Prdna under discussion" merges itself in the 
“ruler”, i e m the intelligent soul, viz the individual self, 
which has for its limiting adjuncts nescience, karma, and 
previous knowlegde “On account of the scriptural state- 
ments etc ” I e because there are scriptural texts about the 
prAnas going to, following and abiding in, the individual 
self. A text about going to the self is this “Thus do 
all the prdnas gather round the self at the time of death”, 
( Bn IV 3 38) A text about abiding m the self is this 
“He becomes endowed with intelligence", (Bn IV 4 2)^ 
[t e , by abiding in the intelligent self he obtains intelli- 
gence therefrom ] 


y, 1 \ 

I “nini5^f%” ( I 

^ i oj 

^IcT “€lr'>y5” B’q^'teyltT | 

5 (The ruler, with the prdna, goes) to the elements , 
on account of the next scriptuial clause 

The ruler (individual self) joined by the prdna, then 
goes to abide in the elements with which there is also fire, 
t e in those subtle elements which constituted the seed of 
the body Scnpture declares, (vide Siitra l), “His prdna 



] ■qgufjvini ^d£. 

metres in fire (Chh VI 8.6 It maybe objected hero- 
t^at this text declares that the prina onlj goes to fire but 
not the mler and the priaa together To this tvo reply 
objection is not vaU6 because m the lost sdtra 
prina has been declared ns entenng the micr and hence- 
the ruler has a distinct position between prina and the 
Fre 


< I fu I 

<1 “fiJiijieRfti ffrt vm\ fm. 

^»5t “vi's^ufy Tffi” ^ tn hufe iirttpircS^v 

Ir^ srpr i mn tnr Vtfr 

TTrvn'i -aft..— MIH hm sihhh 

^ mil ) s^itct i «rfn sifq — 

^ »nxt nniflM ij nr igm: i 

infir *r^ o ( tue ) 

G (The soul) docs iiol (go to one dement only ) This 
IS shown by both (senpturo and sniritl) 

It may bo objected again that the next 'His prina 
merges In fire speaks of one element onl> via. fire How 
do wo then bring In fvide Siitm 5) the dements, with 
irhich there is also fire ’ W c reply At the time 
of moving towards a now body the individual self cannot 
abide m the one element of fire only for the body is. 
composed of several dements *This is shown by both 
This may mean dthor both the question and the answer 
in Chh V 3 or both schpture and smnti Such scrip 



■^oo 






•iural le\ls are, “(The self) consists of earth, water, air, 
Akdsa, fire ’ (B; / IV. 4. 5), and the like Such a smriti- 
passage is, “Those that are known as the minute perish- 
able particles of the five elements, from them IS produced 
all this m due order” (Manu I 27) 


'3 I M.M( “'llillfe” 1 

^1 fir!_ nci 310 

?fd I H^cl, ^ ‘sUmI 

( 'Mej-sH-gtg, ‘yiH’ 51% ) 'iteq-^+t '*<'^*^1 Hialld 1 

^ ■Sfqq I 

/ 

7 (The order of departure) ts conunoii (to both the 
knowing and the un-knowing) /o the staiting point op 
the paths This is (relative) iniinoi tality in which 
{nescience etc ) have not yet been burnt 

The order of departure described by the text “The 
speech of the departing person merges m his sensorium, 
etc ,” IS meant to be the common order of departure, both 
of one who knows and of one w^ho does not know, “up to 
fthe starting point of the paths ,” because scripture mentions 
the departure of the knower also when commencing the 
•description of the two paths It may be objected here that 
the knower is destined to attain immortality, and immor- 
tality cannot be reached by any change of place How, 
then, can ‘abiding in the elements’ or ‘starting on a path’ 



'Ji? ] 8»t 

apply to the knower ? To this we reply This is a sort 
of Immortality m which nescience etc have not yet been 
burnt The immortality affirmed here is of the kind 
obtained by the knowing soul without ha\ing burnt t e 
thoroughly destroyed nesaence and other misenes That 
i<i such immortalitj is onl> relative^ and is not the highest 
immortality 

Cl ^HKoaMCajiq. I 

c I 5tTt; ^Rf ♦jna.'w 4tinfi; « 

^ *TW1 — 

«iqi«4 I ( ire ) 

Mwvjutl ifl esilk iwi4i*mif\ wu ^jvsj5t \ oi 

^ wrr^ Fi-viJii« 'm 

8 Thts (exists) unttl Itberation because scrtfiiure 
declares the worldly state 

This t e the subtle elemeqts such os hre eto^ which 
sustained the sense organs, such os hearing etc continue 
to exist (without absorption) in the Highest Deity (vide 
Sutri) until liberation. Because scripture declares the 
worldly state for the departed as in the passage Some 
enter into the wuiub for assuming a body others enter 
into immovable things (os trees and stones) — according to 
their respective knowledge and actions, (Hath II 2 7) 
Were it not so all would immediately at death lose their 



■distmcLixc liniilinrr Kljunrl*;, and atl.iin absolulc union 
with Ijr.dnnan , .ind all the •^i‘,lra‘>, injunctions or 

teaching Mdy.ls for the aitainmcnl of J 3 rahinan) v.oulcl be 
rendered incaiiiiigless 

£. 1 C{^q»ri4' : I 

r I ft ‘Hnnn. qf^rti^fi ‘=21’ 'firn’ 

VI cn^f?t I ‘H^i Bq -pT ' qn qr'3tPt'T_^M‘ 

’q Bqp^q'rt 1 

9 (Tlic linga sarira) fs siihth, iti nicdsin c, also lucaiisi. 
it IS ohsLixcd to hs. thus 

The linga sarira, (the torm in which the soul passes out 
of the bod\), being composed of the subtle elements onl\, 
‘ must be admitted to be subtle, both in essence and in 
measure ’ “JJecausc it is obscr\ed to be thus ” i>cripturc 
sa^s that it passes out of the arteries , it ne\er comes into 
impact with any material body and it is mtisible From 
these W'e conclude that it is subtle b> nature 

I ^MMy'dfrt; I 

'?!’ fs^iajlftr I 

10 Hence the Imga-sarira is) /;o^ (destro3'ed) by the 
dost) action (of the gross bodtO 

“Hence”, 1 c , because the Imga-sarfra is subtle, it is 
not destroyed “by the destruction” of the gross body 



tire ] ^yqltvini «•? 

^^5 'flaa'RTO 3<ni I 

tt I vr hix'^n rt N| ct *5^ cq cfl 
ct?T«^ t ts^r cfT^ v*rt s*ii t 

t: f « nn'~*T f\ 

‘‘ n f 

1! It; / r/j<* u Jriijf/i *of Ihr lK>fi> t llir uirmihl n/ 
I 1 (hr^a itIm) /or iliix i* f'rai J (h> ftjtrnrncr) 

Tile T Atrnth V hich f on l>c |*^rcrj\ct] IT) ilir IiMnr Ih'i)) 
li> \hr <n “ of !Oj h m itic \“iffn!h >f |hi< ImcT'irin 
Tor tin uprmej Soth hy potiti\T* arrJ n cati\rc)nlin e 
The rpamith IS no p-^tcnve I lo ihe Im>!) r lien ilriil it is 
r^rc i\'tT! \ hilc tl ere i lifr 


j :( I ur'lSvi't Till I 

T-^n.] tiVh n rn ^'\wT*rfn rc^ ( n «iii( ) 

t'h vr i;»r4!:jftTCT^ tr^iV'T’^ *f Rwvff Crjto'i'n*! 
xfp* Tfn > it.fl ifit i n ^— 

■r*firp^ cn wAijn vpcR VR rptrI 

j— **R n«p^tn«n t'h k^tu|s^^ 

12. Should tt bi said ott ifie strength of a tiCRntne 
c/fT/iM (in the scripture that the pn»nas do not Ien\o the 
hod/ of the knor'cr of Drahmon ^sesny' So Because 
(the dcnift] Is in respect of (he departure of the prinas) /rom 
ihe soul (and not from (he body) 
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[A Piin’-apaksha view] “Now, as regards one who- 
does not desire The man who has no desires, who has 
ceased to desire, vho is satisfied in his desires, who desires 
the Self onlj', of him the prdnas do not pass out , being" 
Brahman, he goes to Brahman” fBii IV 4 6) This 
negative statement is met with in the scripture in connec- 
tion with the highest knowledge From this denial a doubt 
maj’’ arise, that m the case of one who knows the Highest 
Brahman, the pranas do not pass out of the body at all 
Our (the Phrv^apakshm’s) view is, that such a doubt would 
not be reasonable VTiv so ^ Because the text denies the 
departure of the pranas, not from the body, but “from the 
embodied soul” How is this knovm ^ Because the same 
text in another recension has the fifth case (“from him”) 
instead of the sixth case (“of him”, as above quoted) 


1 1 

«<tii 

13 (The above position is untenable), because (in the 
texts') of some thoe is a distinct (denial of the departure 
of the prilnas from the body) 

tThe Sutrak^ra’s view] It is not reasonable to argue, 
(as has been done in the last Sutra), that because the depar-> 
ture of the pranas from the soul of the knower of Brahman 



as the Btxirtinff point has been denied therefore their depnr 
tnro from the body os tho starting point can be afTirmed 
^Because In the texts of some Vedic sages the denial of the 
departure of the prAnaa from the body os tho starting point is 
seen to bo distinct £ g in the questions and ansv?er8 of 
Artabhiga in the Dnhaddranyaka Upanishad — ArtabhAga 
asVed O ^Ajaa\*a]W>'a when a person dies do the prAnos 
pass out of him or do the> not ? No replied YAjnavalkya 
they ore gathered up m him (Bn III 2 11^ 

I 

WiWtpft ijTjra I 

is i 

14 So/nti tffio declares tl 

Tho MaUdbhdrata also declares that the knower of 
Brahman has neither movement nor departure — He who 
has attained tho state of tho Self of all beings who has 
attained tho perfect vision of all beings, — about tho path 
of such a person tho gods tbenisolvcs are perplexed seeking 
to discover the place of one who has no place at all 


m I mfn i 

ft sm trr 

HiMioTi (min) I 



15 These (merge) iu the Highest Diahuiati For 
(scripture) sas's so 

“These”, I e all the senses meant b\ the word ‘prana’, 
and also the elements (of the knouer of Brahman) “merge 
m the Highest Brahman” “For (scripture' savs so”, as 
m the te\t “So these si\lecn parts of this percipient being 
\/hich are going towards the Person, are absorbed when the 
Person IS reached”. (Ptas VT 5) 

^ “TM-ycl ottil ■><54 

^ H^ISSKrils+Jcl) ( IR? €ia. ) tfd I 

16 (This merging in Brahman is) absolute non-cfivjswtt 
(from him) Because scnptinc says so 

The merging of the knower m Brahman is of the nature 
of “absolute non-di\ ision from Brahman” there is no 
remainder left “Because scripture 5a\s so” After des- 
cribing the merging of the parts the text goes on to sav 
“Their name and form cease, and it is called the Person 
only He becomes partless (? c , induisible) and immortal”- 
(Pras VI 5) 

I clcTMctilf^ct'qT?t 

STcnT^ch'MT I 

I 'j'Sl'Tl I ^ TfrI cl*--! 
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wrfi. I ‘irft fnnH ttV 

»r Ifunnw Tir«,i ifH ifh ^in finni Prom*) 

fli^feirdn ^ ^ eTxr'm'’'if'fm»^ ( •» c ) 

Hfl N l^-n ^ I «! ci<j< ) vT^5Trt^;r r^wi-M 

Tv»ii iT^^rfird^ ffn^Ri f'fTT’T *TTmfi«cn 

^^inn ■5r\ninCn ( «^ 5ici<f<)t 


17 Pint there ts a Itfthtinn up of his nboile f\iz 
ihe heart) This liaht entibles the soul to ditcoxer the 
door Thus str nfilhened by the knouiedije guided bv the 
memory e>f that final exit and supported 6> the pracc of 
the Lord of the heart (the knower of IJralrniao passes oul) 
throiifih the fOlst (arterx) 

This S\ilni describes Ihe method of the M>uf s pasMnR 
out of the bod) First there takes phee a li^htinf? up of 
his” (i e of the intclliRcal self svhich n-ants to piss out) 
abode" This abode is the heart The liRhlmp up 
means the comioK of a \lsion of the future The sense is 
that the lightinp up occurs first and after that the passinp 
out ^This illumination enables the soul to disco\er the 
door through which he must pass The\erb passes out 
IS understood — Thus strengthened b> the knoi^ ledge 
attained guided by the memor)r of that fin.it exit that i<* 
through meditation of the soul a yiassage nlong the artery 
that penetritcs the crown of tho head os taught in the 
r)ahara\*id)*A (Kalh \I IG Chh \ III ) supported b> 
the grace of the Lord of tho hearty t e^ ffiMSured by 
Brahman who abides in the heartt and through meditation 
on whom the knower of Brahman has come to partake of 



his nature, he passes out through the 101st artery,” named 
Sushumnil {Kath III 3. 16 , C///; VIII 6 6). 

1 I 

I 311 Util ( 51 

“eiaii “'q’l 

( 51 ’=^Kii ) I — “ciijl'5+iitfi5i*icicci+)irt” 

( 51 I fi«ii<x’dgi«^ jwif^ctiyi rji;sj| kfer-'g^^Jiti’ 

18 (After passing out of the body, the soul) /oZ/oius 
ihe rays 

In the Dahara-vid 3 '!i referred to above, a passage 
begins with “Now these arteries of the heart” rc/i/i VIII 
6 l), and after describing in detail the connection between 

the arteries and the rays, goes on to say, “When he 
passes out of this bodjt, he passes upwards along those 
very rays (Chh VIII 6 5) The passage also says, 
“Moving upwards by that (101st artery) he attains im- 
mortality,” ( Chh VIII 6 6) From this it follows that 
the worshipper passes out of the body through the 101st 
artery, and then “follows the rays ” 




K I ^<*iig€iRc=i V k(ct -^q;’ 

■^laiHd, ciq; V <u=)i'?vnRi«iiq^ dci. di'ii? 



•nftl riTT-t h Ijm (t|c(n) 

t*R y 


19 Uf U W dcubjftl ibnt ihc ti>*) t nmef be (follov td 
1^ a perron d>»rrt) rtT mpM u t/r^ No ^f^^rusf the 
ccinmcltfin (rf the ra> tnih tli** ntl t c<) / itls as /on/* as 
// c inx/y / 7if I S nf'lur tea Jec^Jres Ibis 

The lAjs VC connected rabtlic aiicric dunnr tbc 
dij* onlj TIja ronrnclion |vmr hroVen al ni?ht the 
folloKinr rf ihe ra>*n may no ivc possible for n jicfion 
dyinc at n»cH! '*’-^bnuld tuch a loubl l>^ rnicruincd v.e 
Pa> No Item JO tNe romrcin.n c! the ro>n with the 
nnmcnbt n lon^, n the hM ‘^ipture too 
■declnr«< thi^** nltTjt the cnpcciion the mjs and 

the artffif — The ra>s ritmd from >ondpr tun and 
enter into tlie c atterte thr\ extend from the e arteries 
nnd enter into ^‘o^dor un (Cfifi \ni 6.- 

I ^ri'5 1 

^ I •’CfT *1 fxuiyu ni xr »r^l 

■^‘'Trfrm ^ ePuu xrsH *c^ fiqni*^ Uxi\ mtrfn 

I 

20 / or Ihe same reason (the know'cr of Brahman 
■can follow the rays) dunnti the southern progress of the 
sun also 

Tor the same reason ns wailing is unreasonable 
-as the fruit of knowledge does not depend on any condi 







tions, and, as the hour of‘death is uncertain, the knower 
of Brahman, even though he may die “during the southern 
progress of the sun” does obtain the fruit of knov/- 
ledge 

I ^ ^iTi I 

an ^ I 

n<illcll 4 uR( c^fi; ct,!^ ctT^lRl II ( ) 

'dMiHVii '*i»1l0Tl9 fililcl | etitl •l-lcTt' 

5Bi<(J| 4|^ ^ IgfrcT ilfl '«iel ^^cl, nfc( 

1 ^ V.cl’ =T I 

21 (Certain directions are, however,^ given tn 
Sun lit works exclusively foi yogins , and both (Sdmkhya 
and Yoga) have the status of Smuti (only, not of Sruti) 

In the Bhagavadgitd we have the text, “O chief of 
the descendants of Bharata, I will now tell you of the 
times in which, when dead, j'-ogins attain (respectively) 
to non-return (i e , the cessation of re-birth) and return 
(i e , re-birth) (VIII 23), and so on, which beginning 
in particular, fixes the day-time etc , as the special sea- 
sons when the soul should pass out of the body, in order 
never to return A doubt may therefore arise here as to 
how one who dies at night, or during the southern progress 
of the sun, should attain the state of non-return ^ We 



rcplj ‘Tbeso directions about death durmff da> 
lime etc \\nth a \ lew to non return aregi\en In Smriti 
wxirks cxcIusinH) for logins And both SAmkhyn and 
\ opa are Smnlis onlj nod not SrutiJ> Hence as lhi‘i 
rcstnctiv-e injunction about time has for its application 
a different doss of person^ (the \■o^Ilns and is also- 
fovraded on a different Quthont> (Smriti) it docs not 
appl> to knowledpe based on the wmpturec 




t I fiqHftlS I 

\ j *1^ ^ nint qw fr»r 

quT I fl'mrqh qt! qq *nn’ sfro i 

JHirTf Hqirorqqn-H* % ( iiv t ) “b qr!" 

‘J'qtjqiyrt (v<i^iU) ^ qft- 

qfq wtfqqn i 

1 T/ie y?r*f (stage on the Devayina path) ii Light ^ 
becaute that ts wll kiiovft 



Every seeker after Brahman goes along the path {viz. 
the DevayAna) of which “the first stage is Light ” “Be* 
cause that is well-known,” z c , this path is well-knoivn to 
all who have known Brahman E g in the Buhaddian- 
yaka Upanishad, in the section dealing with the Panchdgni- 
vidyd, we have the passage, “Those who m the forest wor- 
ship with faith the True, go to Light” (VI 2 15), which 
says that even for those who pursue another vidy5 the 
path begins with Light 

•( ), ctttji u'iU “gcTT I ^ 

ft^ ^ tlP| U<!U 13 ' c)»1 g ^ >q|[^rti- 

) ^{|{ 1 Uciguu 'qifesnn 3131. 

=(1^ l3^fiUcl«l,' I 

2 The stage of Vayn ts i cached after that of the 
Yea} , (this IS known' //o;/z iioit- specification and spect- 
Jicatton (contained in two texts) 

The individual self, moving along the Devaydna path, 
reaches “Vdyu after the Year ” How is this known ? 
From non-specification in one text, and specification in 
another ” The non-specification text is “He comes to the 
xvorld of Vdyu” {Kau 1 3) The specification-text is. 
When the person passes away from this world he comes 
to Vdyu For him Vdyu leaves a space like the hole of a 
tchanot-wheel Through this hole he ascends, and thus 



reaches the sun (En V 10 1) Hero VAjni is speafically 
mentioned as coming before Iho sim therefore Viyn must 
be gi\'en a place between the Year and the sun 

H I I 

ftci! (miUl H) Tft 

orni ^ esReKi, Tfh fk^ 

1 irorff ms^ t% (sniisi ftUn'^lsivnfyn^PidTm 
^tin\ TTPlf^ I in ’fft 

t ( tHUH ) 1 ^ ^ 'if'iHra Tih ufent I 

3 >l//«r Ltghfntns (there is the v-xirld of) Virnifia 

because 'the two are) coM«ec/cf 

In the successive steps on the DcvnyAna path after 
the Lightning' mentioned in the text From the Sun to 
the Moon from the Moon to Lightning {Chh V 10 2) 
we are to understand that there is the ^orld of Vanina 
because the two ore connected The ErdJiwicnas say 
that when the broad lightnings dance in the mid spaces of 
the clouds th the accompaniment of loud thunder waters 
begin to fall The Chhdndogya Upanlahad also savs 
There is lightning and thunder it will rain {Chh VII 
11 1) And Vamna is reputed to bo the lord of waters, 
both In Sruh and SmntJ 

«i virnqifttni'tiriB'fftq. I 

*1 fv*l ^ 

Htnr ^ Hrirc ii?t 









'i*i ( ^ 11^01=? ) "da <;;u4<fci 1 


4 (Light etc ) are conducting divinities , because 
iheie is such an indication (m the scriptures) 

With regard to the stages on the DevayAna beginning 
with Light, a doubt may arise as to whether they are land- 
marks, or places of enjoyment, or conductors of the travel- 
lers The Sutra says, “They are conductors,” i e , guides 
■on the path WTy so ^ “Because there is such an mdica- 
tion in the senptu/es,” luz , in the passage “From the 
Moon they go to the Lightning A person, not human, 
belonging to the -worlds of Lightning, then leads them to 
Brahman” (ChJi V 10 2' From this passage we take 
it as settled that Light etc , also are conducting divinities 
{like this ‘Person, not human’) 


•i I | 

'4('5jccilrj ei'ivjlh 5} I sjet '*C^cR 

/• 

■^rtiRi'S 

I 

5 And because (the indication) is also a logical 
necessity, both The path and the travellers thereon) being 
■devoid of consciousness 

If it be contended that the Light etc , are non-intelli- 
gent (physical) objects, and consequently incapable of be- 
ing guides, then, as both the path and the travellers there- 
on being devoid of ^consciousness, the upward movement 




•yd' trq 'dqM''4H RdJmxqf?^, ^ r) jI^Ph, clf-^' 

7 Bddan (holds that the sel\es are tlius led not to the 
Supieme Brahman but) to the ocalccl (Brahman) , because 
to him only is “going" possible 

The path and its stages having been discussed, the goal 
IS now the subject of discussion About the scriptural text 
“He leads them to Brahman”, the doubt arises, v/hether 
the}' are led to the created lover Brahman (Apaia-Brah- 
man) or to the highest, unqualified, chief Brahman On. 
this point the teacher B.'idan holds that the}' are led b}'" 
‘the person, not human’ to the created, qualified, lower 
Brahman named Hiran}'agarbha On what ground ’ “Be- 
cause to him only is ‘going’ possible ” The created Brah- 
man has a specific localit}, and so can be the goal of a. 
journey, but not the Supreme Brahman, Avho is present 
ever}'where, and is the inner Self of the traielling^ 
individual selves 

c: 1 f^^fqcicctT^ 1 

‘fq^fqcicSK^’ s,|<!)j5i'si[sqdl V.S ^ilci I 1% 

Mxfdld dwpo 'qct<*'t4cl ! Silitf g 
I wl?!- 

g 'q-qd (s'? aiuR^) ?.rqil^tg t 

8 Also because (in another passage we find) the 
Qualified (Brahman mentioned as the goal) 



[Bidansvjcn continual 1 Hrahmin ihc ro**'! 
bi<n qualifiril futlhrr >n the pa^^iRc lie Icid^ Ihcm 
to Urahmvi In those u'orldt of Ilrahmin thej become 
jrrcAl and Ii\c for c\cf Here c\idcnll> the crcited 
llrahrmn i m int for ihr Suprcnic Ilrahman cm neser be 
fjv^nfird b) the plural number ( trotld^ ) uhilr the cml 
ed IJrahmm can Ir w fpecified diffetetil condition^ l^cint: 
po<.«iblc to him The wonl IoKa (isorldl ihould Iw taken 
lilcrall) licTc lor here It fnran\ a place of enjoyment 
mtnuice m o oshich 1*^ |>fv ildr and nluch Iwlcrntpi to 
the fcphere of created thintrs The tvon! haka has been 
c, rd melaphorically onl> in ftucli p^a atrea a This is 
indeed firahma loka OKtnr (ttr$ I\ ^ -J) etc^ hut not 
here Alto the Idea*) of abode and lomclhmr abiding 
onthin it cannot be reasonably rpoJ cn of in connection 
OTilh the Sopreme Drahman 

1 1 Hinliyi'n I 

i» I «tf ifcH*- T^oiT. ^ 

si »j rrrn^it'’ 'cf't rcip ^ 

rn[sr^ I 

9 <In the texts the created IJrahman lias) Jcrig 
«ff/ion ( Brahman / on account of Anxnmi/; (to It ) 

In reply to the question Why is the designation 
Brahman used with reference to the created Brahman ? 
the Siitra ta>s» On necoont of proximity” As the 
Apara brahman is in proximity to Para brahman the 



[ (irhiiC 

^se of the designation ‘Brahman’ to the formeir is not 
objectionable 

«nrtl=ti'iif€fr ‘'nci 

RfhM'y'n ‘'*l[iltn«1ir[’ rglhq-^»1|rl | ^ 

-ijjlcl'^l-^'f I g tr^ 

"S w ^ ^ ^ *i<1«ll'3:lf^'c(»l|cl rT'lriH'* 

J N 

gfiaiij I ( a.lli. ) 

10 When the end of (the woild of) cieatcd (Biah- 
man) comes, 'the selves go) ivith the title) of that (world) 
to the Highest (This is stated) on the aufhoiitv of 
senptu) e 

When the end of the world of the created Brahman, 

I 

the time for the total absorption^ comes, the selves 
“dwelling in that world”, with Hiranj'agarbha, its ruler, 
proceed towards the Highest, i e towards the plane of 
the Supreme Brahman, which is higher than that world 
'“This IS stated on the authonty of scripture ” The 
Bhashya does not give the scriptural authorit}'’ Sucli a 
passage, however, is met v/ith in the Prasnopanishad, 
“As a snake gets nd of its skin, so he gets rid of sin*; 
He IS talren up by the Saman veises to the world of 
(the lower) Brahman From this concentration of life 
(t e y the Source of all life) he sees the Person, higher 
than the high"and pervading all organisms (V 5) 





or? ] 


etc 


u I I 

■^1 1 ^ vuiiiv I qn^ xfrt Bi»iylr 

^ H *r»i ^nrra i 

swi^ ^ I 

If A ul on lit anthoniy of Sntnlt a!sa 

Od the auihoruy of Smnti nJvj we knov Urn s i 
ce^i\c IrberalloD ia>« pl'icc from the lower lo tire 
hreher nmhman lor ev^mplc When the dis'^olnton 
of the \;orld takes phcc with the emi (i t nbsorptron) 
of the high (llirany'unrbha) they -ill — selves with thei 
nature purified — enter the highest pbinc (i e the 

bupreme Crahnmn) with <thc loner) I mhnnQ 


1 tn I 

W \ ytqrw' “q srmn wo wKefn tfti sni cnn\ v% ^ 

smlH rtr ^«awT»\ wre mows 

i ifWiI w Mifh I 

12. Jaimnii (holds that the selves go) to //a Su 
prcHie (Brahman and not lo Uirui>ngarbha) t/inf bciiii 
the primary m ntiinp (of the name ) 

The leadiCT Jarmini holds that the text He lend 
them to Bmhmon should mean that thej are led to the 
Highest Bmhraan that being the pnmary meaniDg 
of the name Brahman and \para Brahman its socoiH 
■ary meaning Between the primary and the serondar> 
Ihe primary is to be given the prftfercilce 
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13 And because scupiine declares thus 

“The self goes up through it (the 10 1st “artery \ and 
attains immortalitv” (Kaih VI 16 , Chh VIII 6 6' 
This text declares that b 3 ' going along that path immor- 
tality IS reached But immortalitj’- is possible only in 
the Supreme Brahman, and never in the created Brah- 
man, who IS himself mortal As scripture says, “Where 
one sees anything different, that is mortal” (Chh. 
VII 14 r 


^8 1 “JT5IN? ^ ^<41 URg” ) t.fd 

‘*T dil-if’ <jcl^ 

eld “'»ildiian f ^ (5T^K8I^ ) 

14 And the intention of reaching (mentioned in 
certain texts) cannot be applied to the cieated Brahman 

The intention of reaching” expressed by the devotee 
who IS about to pass away from this world, in the text 
“I come to the hall of PrajApati, the house” (Chh VIIL 
14, 1) cannot re^-sonably “apply to the, created ^Br^h- 



m?"] '^qiJTs'srra ant 

nwn because the subject matter there haB already 
been speafied to be Pira brahman who Is distinct from 
the created Brahman bj the immediately precedinp 
words He x^ho is called Akisa is the rc\ ealcr of all names 
and forms That within which ihe^ (names and forms) 
exist IS Bmhman 

XH I ni<;tiu I| ^yui- 

IV 1 vvvi vnfl fill 'Will 

5^ TBiT^ trrwfa vn mi im 

velai^nin^ •T^ tfh qi^iw i 

I t^nnO 

'Biet wn ^ R^b6tM,«i*r i tm 

— n ^ irrr ^ 

»t^tw*virnr<i.iig ^^3 ^M^xih I na<»t5«4 n»pT^ ^mr ^ wbw- 

nnnn trw« i “urnetuftiw* 3^ »r^ mm ^ win 

) xfii ^*h! I *1 q ninjo*s*i. 

I 

15 He (the Person not human) leads only those 
vho do uot meditate through symbols (to the world of 
Brahman' This is the opinion of Badarayaiia Be 
cause there ts no fault (of reasoning) »« admitting this 
twofold xnew and (the two-fold \iew arises from) the 
meditation on that 

A donbt hero arises, viz^ Does the Perton not huroan 








lake incii o[ a.1! of tncililalioti, \iU)Oul flrtiiu lK)n, 

U' lh< world of i)i ilimaii ^ Oi dot-' lie "-omc of 

Uu III only ^ lIiL Svitr.iK ir,i 'I ft ic.icK oiih 

\ ho flo iiol niodil.Uc thiourd* * c , he, lead to 

lho'i\oiId of firal'in in al! rirditaloi'- c\c([>l thO'C r Iio 
I icdilafi Of i>arfii ui ir nh^tet^ i-t.vinlKdit.ilIi rcprtsci 1 
• npt liralin. Ill “riit- the opinion of ]5ad.ari\ana 
/’ n nhicrlion nia\ ht, i.aitiod here — f he Suti.a ‘ (rroi.i;^ 
'■lonr? till J^i" a\ itia jiati') a{>p't>.s tn <!^l thotil 
h ctioii” (III J jn 'ctniti to te.'’r!’ that all nudi 
'..'■tors read' Itrilnnan !> it in the pic^'Cnt Siilta inedi 
tilort on t,MT'hoK '(.t. t clnd'd l'> tluie no incoiit'i'itt n > 
hctwcin lIic tv o v'tU'.’' lo ttpudiati tlie charjtt o! 
me onM'-tciK \ tlie ^^llra “Btcaii'-e Iftrf i^- no fa.lt 

of reason! rift' Ihcit. is no incon‘'i'tencv, hcc.aii'.e the 
'iftiimtiit about non-ret.tnt turn of q:oin" (contained 
m SiUi a ill 3 31) is mc.ant to appl> to all incdil.aiions 

t .'ludinpf those ilirouah smiboK “ \nd the meditation 
or that” ; c , the argument from ‘ the meditation on 
that” seems to support the tv, o-fold \ lev Scripture says, 
‘Vvccording to Mhat a prr’^on meditates on m this -uorld, 
the same \/ill he become when he passes awaj from here ’ 
(Chh III 1) In the casi of s\ mbols, it cannot be 

raid that the meditation is on Brahman , for in such 
niedit.alions it is the svirbol that preponderates 
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vdTilftJia i tiiiK, “ttieini<?t ^iti, 
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■rr^i ( ti •* rrt nmn 

rr7r*T^ri wtfi ( flt ’Mtn ) "r^i »n ( m ) i 

T^< »I^»rTTi^rT t 


\( \n i s nf'lnr d^ctitr « (lint mctliLilions on 

V nibols pi\e lol rtt c t 

I>rnpture tlcclorr' diUrrmcc with rcfrrcnto to tho 
mcJitition^ on \arjou «.jrt»1*o! «.in li n*. Snmc itc 
ra h »ucorcdinc mctlitntlon hninr fltvtn a difTcrcnl rc jll 
Iron) cacli pTcreilint: one / r Mr uho meditates on 
t’ N-vmc llrahman his will •'Inll tKr^» unrr- 
imned cope of nction m all rrnons to winch the Name 
rnchrt (Chh \n I 5) '^i^rrh is preatrr thin 

Name (Chh \If . 11 ffo uho mrclii'ilcn on sprcch 
*)« IJnhman Ins will shall po <c s unrcrtminrU cop ol 
nclion in all region*; to which Sprerh reaches fC/i/i 
\II 2 2) Mind is crnltr than Speech (Chh \ II i 
1) In a meditation on Urthmm on the other hand as 
n'aliman is undifrcrcnluatcd there can bo no UifTorcnce 
rif results. Hence those vho meJilato throuRh s>-mbjls 
ran never reach the sarno result na tho olhern do 



o 

^ \ 5a*M ^ I f% vif g: sTSi^i d I 

•<^^^^^■<,lf|_ ti+iodJI-M tp- >Jti)fc1^^tiH(5r ^rl ) | 

ftoM'ycl 'sii'fifed ^ch+ii5'uj ? net 'd^ci, ^'sivn^ jn^^r 

'»(|fHHl^'1 'Hlftvih ¥Rl?r, ^ I ‘#^’-iu*;iq^ 

2T?T ‘^»l’-ai'*i JT '*(l<5H<S‘Mlflvifg | 

1 On reaching (Brahman, the soul) manifests 
itself (m its own form), on account of the xooid, ‘own' (in 
the te\t ) 

The state of attaining the nature of Brahman is 
henceforth to be the subject of discussion The CJihdn- 
dogya Upanishad says, “in the same way, the soul, m its 
state of unsullied serenit}^ rises out of this body, and 
possessed of the highest light, manifests itself in its own 
form” (VIII 12 3) Here a doubt arises Does the 
soul manifest itself through some extraneous character- 
istic, as souls dwelling in the world of the gods and in such 



TO" 3 Md^ffurra 

othtr place of enjoyment do ? Or doc il imnlfc*! itself 
as a purr Jcif ? Thr ‘'Cilrv raj*? On mclimfi i c 
cn nilatnlnR the mlure o( lliahman ihc indixidual fojil 
maaifcM^ Itvclf in it ot\*n pure character and not throuRh 
•anj tncidmial chaiactcriMic On account of tlie vord 
oirn in the text / r because from the phrase in it*; 
<wn form tn the text abosr quoted ilic ohl) po‘''^>hlc 
inference is that the voul manifests it U in its omi 
form 


\\ ^ tf<i q iJii ^11? 1 

i *aj ^ an*?l wi'n sffi r— 

^ ‘*^'1 ^ H i«t cm |) sfn 

c:3v:ck*i B'i’m cia nM t rs'iifulj 

tfn ^ HI 'clp“i'Mf?trad «i 

(trtciun ) lift ^ ^HVfn I mn wipib arfu 

Shwi svaWi>,i ( t| cie^^ ) ipt Pfnxm^l • 

2 (The 6oul thus manifcstinR itself in its ossn 
nature) iv rdcajc I because tcnplurc pro»»;isf* ihiit 

The Soul dc*;cnbcd nbo\o na manifesting itself is 
released from bondage nnd exists henceforth in its pure 
selfhood How is it kno\*n that the miuI nou obtains 
release ? Because scripture promise* thus. By Iho 
words Him I shall explain further to >ou (Chli Vlll 
11 3) the scnpluro promises to describe tho self ns 
unstained by Uic imperfections of the three states (of 







waking, dreaming gnd sleeping) It then introduces 
the subject (of the released soul) by the words “On his 
being free from the body, pleasure and pain cannot touch 
him” (Chh VIII 12, l) The passage concludes with 
the words {v7de last Shtra) “The soul manifests itself in 
its own form that is the Highest Person” (Chh VIIP 
12 3} And also the opening words of the narrative 
(of Prajdpati, Indra and Virochana), vtz , “The Self 
which is devoid of sm” ( Chh VIII, 7. 1) make a pro- 
mise of describing the released soul 


^ 1 1 

^ vrlfcicti <rt4lfh 1 m ‘otJltrt ^ct\' i 

3 (The ‘highest light’ of which the soul is possessed) 
ts th-e Self, that heiir^ the subject-matter {oi the scrip- 
tural passage ) 

In the phrase “Possessed of the highest light” (vtde 
Shtra l) of the scriptural text, the word ‘light’ means 
“the Self’ , and not physical light , “that being the 
subject-matter” of the whole chapter from which the- 
passage is taken 

8 I fe8ic:(Tc[ I 

a 1 ti’fl ^ I nd: 

( ),‘S'5 ), '"m ll'tlrf ( Iff ) 
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4 (The relcnsed -ibiJes) in a state o/ non 

Jinjion *(ron> l^nhrT^^•^\ hrtifus sncH is seen in ’jcnf» 
ture 

The rclex*ieil •'jul vU«W m n iiatc of non diM<;ion 
from the Hichett Self l>ctiUM: uch is fcen m scrip 
lure” Scriplural icM suiU is Tbit art thou (Chlf 
VI 8 7) 1 ini Unhman t Itn 1 ■! 10) Where htj 

vees no other tliinp; (Clh \U -4 1) etc, shn^^ ihii 
the released soul abides m i ^nir of non division from 
Drahroan 


*t I ♦HuT'n I 

11 qirtwi Tftr 

iwh 1 ’«« — '•n m in >\ Ha\jvaMi'v 

1 «!coi» ifn iTfT^^wp! irrft^r^r 

vnu I 

5 Jatmwt lioIJ\ (that the released soul rruinifcsli. 
Itself) in the same nature <ts that of Drahmatt ott 
account of scriptural references etc 

*Tho teacher Jannini liolds that the released soul 
rnanifesU Itself in those \or> qualities of freedom from 
&10 etc. which boloDf, to Brahman Why so ? On 
account of scriptural references etc » e because such on 
inference follows from the collocation of words beginmofl 
with “This Self which IS devoid of sin and ending in 
Whose desires are trne whose volitions are 'true 
etc.fCftft Vm 7 1) 
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I ‘c1<;irHctirt|r|^ <m. ^fJIT -^clf??!??!^. 1 

g gmT cImi ^ ■Mct'<<«(n- 

I ‘^fci 'jfls^fjT:’ ^1+1 'qi’^l^i. I 

6 (The released soul manifests itself) as ptitc 
intelligence because its essence consists of that, thus 
says Audulonn 

The nature of the self is pure intelligence Hence 
the released soul manifests itself as that alone (i e , as 
pure intelligence) “Because its essence consists of that ” 
That IS, because the self is of the essence of intelligence 
The other qualities, such as “having true desires” etc , 

are indeed mentioned in the te\t as attributes really 
inhering in Reality , but they are dependent on connec- 
tion with limiting adjuncts , hence they cannot consti- 
tute its essential nature like intelligence, — so thinks the 
teacher named Audulomi 

'S> I c<i,^u4<gr: i 

7 Even m that case, theie is iw inconsistency, 
says Bddarayana , because of the existence of the former 
qualities knoxon fioin refeience etc 



Even in that cisc i c e\en if intollieenco nlono is 
tftkon (o bo the esscnlial niturc of tho self jot because- 
of the former qualities known from references otc that 
IS aa the former attributes mferred from references etc 
e g the lordl) <H\ine powers such ns true \olition etc 
cannot be denied from n rclntuc standpoint therefore- 
there is no mconsislencj “"so thinks tho teacher BAda 
rijTina. 

c I g I 

c| yTiiwi n«? Mpr GiwjPi ^ g r 

ipT ^ TT5ftvnit mn — « 

infr f^mr HtiPmsPn ( VI I 

8 Dll/ (a released soul a wishes nro fulfilled) fcj were 
teiJl b eatite scnp/iire sa\s so 

To a released soul the fulfilment of desires comes- 
through his will only but not through the instru 
mentality of anj^hing else Because scripture says so 
Iq the Vidyi of Brahman within tho heart we read of 
such direct -fulfilment of desire eg If he longs for 
tho world of the fathers by his mere will do tho fathers- 
nso (C/i/i VIII 2 I) and so on 

«t I ^nr ^ ^iBi«wi ^n^ifsHpi mftt i 

9 Aftd /or //its very reason (the released soul) has: 
no other over lord 








‘And for this reason’,* t l. , because its wills are abso- 
lutely effective, the released soul has no other O’let- 
loid 


\ c{ICH4T'^ '6r=i*i I 
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■‘f^’ i/<1 ^[rl. =tU+il»t ^ it ) ‘<i'=f+t’ 

10 Bddan (leaclies) the ahseiice (oi a body and 
■sense-organs in a released soul) because (scripture de- 
clares) thtis 

“The sage 13idari teaches the aosence” of a body and 
<ense-organs in a released soul , “because scripture”, in 
the passage “in the ^^orld ol Dialnnan he (the self) le- 
joices, seeing those desned objects .viih his mind” (Chh 
Vm 12 5), declares “thus”, / e , the absence of the bod\ 
and the organs in the case of a leleased soul Had he 
lejoiced with his mind as well as with abodj and its organs, 
the te\t would not have used the adverb “wuth his mind ” 

U1 ‘vn^’ I 

S'-illRll I ^ 1% ’ll ^ 'life'll cl I f^'ll 
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11 Jfttmtnt (on ihe other hand, teaches) tJid pr^ 
tfrtCt. (of a body and itense organs in released souls) 
he (tun senpturt. (Rl\ca the soul) the option (of self 
multiplication » 

The MRo Jfiiminl, on the other Iwtnd tcachci iho 
presence of a body and sense organs aJonp svith a mind 
10 a rcJcT- e<l soul “llccause scripture Ri^cs the option 
I because scripture in sutb pasia«es as Ho is one 
he becomes three {Chh \ !1 J) dechres that the 

•elf has the option of self multiplication belf niulti 
pi ca on cannot be possible xvithout \nnous bodies. 


I TIT ^SptTTTP^ 

rrllTTrt ^ tjTi \ trt •rt^^ n-n wifu, un 5 

s TT f lrnl im xfh 1 n cm n n m»T «rpn 

12. Par tht^ rcuton JidJaruyui i lUniitt both 
(kinds of existence for the rclc-iscd soul) lit tin, Itcelve 
days sncri^^cc 

Tor this reason t e because scripture contains 
indications of both kinds, Uhe tc.achcr liidardyann admits 
both kinds of existence corporeal and incorporeal) for 
the released soul When the released pouI chooses to 
clothe Itself in a body it nppeaiR v/ith one when it 
chooses to remain incorporeal It appears without one 
Like tlie twelve days eacniice This sacnflct licenuse 








scripture contains indications of both kinds, becDmes 
sometimes a ‘satra’ and sometimes an ‘abfna’ sacrifice „ 
similarly here 


I I 

I citj-''5Tvnt i 

13 When the leleased soul has no body, (percep- 
tions) are possible (to him) as tn the dreaming state 

In the state of absence of body, perceptions may 
occur to the released soul as they occur to us in our 
dreaming state 

18 1 cuh ‘vn^’ •yxlWI+t 'dUnfaj Vl'lRl I 

14 When the released soul has a body, (percep- 
tions occur to it) as in the waking state 

When the released soul has a body, his perceptions 
are ''as real) as they are to us m our waking state 

'snr^atkt I ‘cni^irs -isSiijrci’ mc \ ^1^*^ 

/ “ ' i> ' 
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15 Enicnn^ (into tcicral bodies) if snntlar to that 
of a lamp /or tcnpturv shbxct thus 

*11)6 entenng of the released soul Into several bodies 
IS similar to that of n lamp Just as the one flnmo of 
a lamp through its power of self modification can con 
\*ert itself into several finmes slmllarlj a released soul 
through 111 lordly power can multiply itself and enter all 
the various bodies created by Its wnll For scripture shouts 
thus" I because scripture bj such passages as He 13 
one he becomes three five seven (Chh VII 26.2) 
ihowB that one may become many 

Ui wd 5^ emn 

n PrwrnhrrrC (n iiiju) 

( n tmvi ) tft ’gfir «iR*ira tfir ^ 

vrrf rrafh,— vi'yll'wr^ I i ^ ^ 

inrrrr^iTU^ ^ilsi tni H^ifnait *TfWt 

qjbr a«qi 3 lsn»ffB n 5«t dTnfti (n^tsit^ ■mu) 

^ ^ ( f¥ Tiiiti iiuti ) qitt n 

»T>t ^IHqh ^ Higth (»n^l) IfVlft I 

16. (The Hmilfll of specific cogmtlonB found in cor 
tain texts) rtjers to either of the two states oj deep sleep 
and union This Is maw/cst from the texts 

An objection may be raised here. How cair wo 







t 


admit the possession of lordly powers, (e. g., that of 
entering several bodies etc.), by a released soul, in the 
face of such scriptural texts to the contrary, as “Then 
whereby can he know another’” (B'li. II 4.14,1V 5 
15), “Then there is no second” ( BH IV 3. 23) etc , 
which expressly declare that the soul (m that state) can 
ha\e no specific cognitions ’ To this objection we 
reply This denial of specific cognitions refers in every 
case to either of the two states, vtz , dreamless sleep, 
and union with Brahman How is this known ? “This 
IS manifest from the texts”, t e,, m the texts on the 
absence of cognitions, the two above states are manifest 
as being the very subject-matter of the texts. B g 
“Rising from out of these elements, he vanishes again in 
them When he has departed, there is no more cons- 
ciousness” {Bn. II 4. 12 , IV 5 13) , “When to him 
all this has become the Self” {Bn II 4. 14 , IV. 5. 15) , 
“When falling asleep, he desires no more desires, 
and dreams no more dreams” {Bn. IV. 3. 19, Man 
5) , etc 
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17. With the exception of cieative activity f (all 
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other lordly powers mny bo possessed by the rolenscd 
soul) becflusc q/ topic end absence of proximity 

‘With the exception of cosmic anairs viz^ creation 
of the world etc», all other lordly powers c p the power 
of redaclng ones self to on atomic sire etc may 
belong to released souls The creation of the world etc., 
belong to the eternally perfect fcvam onl> Becanso of 
topic^, : because creition ole- are treated of m the 

wmptoes under the topic of fsvaro^ and not of Jlv-a* 
And absence of proximity that Is the individual self 
U! not proximate to, t c very for from, tho net of crea 
tlon" etc, it ha%'iag been bom after creation 


( n li< ) gwpit 

^rrctpi iTxft tfii in i 
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18, // (it bo objected that) from direct scriptural 
statements (the power of the released soul la known to 
be absolute' xpo say Afo because such pov>tr if said 
to belong to the Lord abiding in the solar regioiw 

If It be objected that from such direct scriptural 
statements" as He attaiua lordship" (Tent I 6) the 
lordly powci of the released soul is known to be absolute 
^ wy No "Because such power IS said to belong^ 








to the Lord performing special functions and abiding in 
the solar regions”, i e , because scripture expressly 
declares that the attainment of lordship by the released 
soul IS dependent upon the Highest Lord, who for the 
discharge of certain specified offices abides m the solar 
regions Being dependent upon the Highest Lord, the 
lordly power of the released soul cannot evidently be 
absolute 


K I ^ feH, Ri'n 

‘R'nKnf^ 'g I ‘riejl{% felcl-it '*11^’ elcf 
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19 l[The Highest Lord) has also an unqualified 
non-derived form , for saiptnre declares Jns abiding 
thus 

The Highest Lord not only has a qualified effected 
form, e g , the one by which he rules the solar regions , 
“but he has also a non-denved unqualified form ” “For 
scripture declares his abiding thus”, i e , m both the 
unqualified and qualified forms, as m the passage, “Such 
IS its greatness Greater than it is the Person All 
beings constitute one-fourth of him the other three-fourths 
are all that is immortal in heaven” {Rtk. X 90 3 , Chh 
III 12 6) etc 



] 'qqiiifrBna 
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20 And pcTcefftion and m/itiiicc (» c scripture 
and smnti) 6o//i thav thts 

Both fcripiaro and smnti declare ihni the hiphcsi 
light Is abo\e all cfTccted thing*; h r the «cnpiuml 
lext5 TTie sun does not shine there nor the moon the 
star, or these lightnings How hall this fire shine 
there?" (ha?hff II 2.15 Ww«rf II 2 10) And the 
SmHti text The son lights not that Iphco], nor the 
moon nor fire ( GUd \V 5) 

I I 

\\\ TO ^ wpmiirH WiWs 
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21 And seripiiiro tndicales that iUc egaaUty (be 
tw du the Highest Lord and the released soul) conaittfi 
<i}ily tn cnjoymcnl 

Another reason why the lordly power of the released 








‘>oul cannot be taken to be absolute is, that the equality 
between the eternally perfect Lord and the released soul 
consists, as declared in the scriptures, m enjoyment only 
In everything else differences are indicated, as in the texts 
“To him Brahman says This woild of mine, consisting 
of water, is thine” {KatisM I 6) , “And as all beings 
honour that deity, so do all beings honour him who knows 
that” (Bn I 5 20, “By this observance he wins identity 
of nature and identity of abode with that deity” (Bit I 
5 23 ) 


N 

I '^rfcr clttrq; yiiisfh 

'«i'ir§ra ^ 

22 (Of the released souls) theiets no leiuin, because 
SCI iptui e says so , Biei e IS no letuiii, because scripture 
says so 

The Siitrakcira concludes by saying that though ‘the 
lordly power cf the released souls is limited, yet there is 
no return for them from the world of Brahman Their 
non-return is proved by scriptural statements such as 
“He reaches the world of Brahman, and does not return.” 
fChh VIII 15 1) etc 

The repetition of the words of this siitra indicates the. 
conclusion of the work 




